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From:   
Sent: Saturday, September 01, 2012 1:08 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A ‐ DNR; Baumann, Dan G ‐ DNR 
Subject: Fw: Announcement 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐ Original Message ‐‐‐‐‐  
From:   
To:   
Cc:   
Sent: Saturday, September 01, 2012 12:10 PM 
Subject: Announcement 
 
 
>   
> I wasn't sure if this should go to Mystique, or to you. 
> 
> The Central Wisconsin Nature Foundation a not for profit instutution, has 
> joined the opposition to the Saratoga CAFO.  I have attached a copy of  
> their letter to the DNR. 
> 
> Our concern, as always, is for the health and safety of our environment,  
> and preserving nature for future generations to enjoy. 
> 
> Two creeks empty into the Lake Petenwell flowage very close to Twin Lakes 
> Nature Preserve, in the Town of Rome.  Adding ANY nutrients to the water 
> could cause irreversible damage to the ecosystem of the park and its  
> wetlands. 
> 
> In addition, taking out 6,000 acres of tree in Saratoga will leave 
> innumerable wild creatures without their natural habitat.  And, taking out 
> trees along the creeks, will eliminate cooling shade and heat up the  
> water, disturbing aquatic species. 
> 
> In order to inform the public of the possible consequences of siting a  
> CAFO so close to people and parks, the CWNF will be sponsoring a series of 
> informative videos and speakers at McMillian Library.  We will announce a 
> scheule soon. 
> 
> In the meantime, the CWNF is asking for donations to help.  All of your 
> donations are tax deductible, and you will be helping save the environment 
> for future generations to enjoy. 
> 
> Donations can be made in person at Nekoosa Port Edwards banks, or send  
> them to Central Wisconsin Nature Foundation, 361 Yeoman Ct.  Nekoosa, WI 
54457. 
> 
> This is your couuminty, help us keep it as natural as possible. 
> 
>   
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The Central Wisconsin Nature Foundation humbly requests that the DNR do a 
complete Endangered Species Inventory for the entire area of the proposed project.   
The forest is home to a plethora of wildlife, and may contain nests of endangered 
species.   
 
We have submitted the plot numbers and GIS coordinates of every piece of property 
for the proposed CAFO and surrounding agricultural fields, to the National 
Heritage Foundation. 
 
Using the knowledge we have of endangered species in Adams County, along with 
their information, we are concerned there may be nesting areas for: 
 
Karner Blue Butterfly             Barn Owl 
Slender Glass Lizard  Greater Prairie Chicken 
Kirkland’s Warbler   Persius Dusky Wing Butterfly 
Regal Fritillary butterfly  Dusted Skipper Butterfly 
Red shouldered hawk  Sand Snaketail Dragonfly 
Blandings turtle   Wood Turtle 
Bald Eagle 
 
And many other protected wildlife.  It would be a travesty if this project were to go 
ahead without making sure we do not disturb the endangered species living within. 
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From: Kardash, Lesa H - DNR  
Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2012 2:22 PM 
To: Paloski, Rori A - DNR; Crain, Erin E - DNR 
Cc: Anderson, Russell A - DNR; Baumann, Dan G - DNR 
Subject: Golden Sands Dairy project - Endangered Resources comments 
 

 
Erin and Rori, 
 
This is in regards to the public comment period for the Golden Sands Dairy EIR process. 
 
I received a call from a  on Rangeline Road in the Town of Saratoga this afternoon 
regarding the proposed Golden Sands Dairy project.  Her phone number is .  She wanted 
to inform me of the presence of several wildlife species within her neighborhood and was concerned 
about the impacts of the proposed project on these species.  
 
She described to me a hawk that she has been observing recently on her property on Rangeline Road, 
which sounds like it may be a Red-shouldered hawk.  She also mentioned that she has observed what 
she believes to be Regal Frittilary butterflies on fire lanes within the Plum Creek Timberlands property 
off of Rangeline Road.     
 

 Lesa Kardash   
Wildlife Biologist 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
473 Griffith Avenue 
Wisconsin Rapids, WI 54494 
() phone: (715) 421-7813 
() fax:  (715) 421-7830 
() e-mail: Lesa.Kardash@wisconsin.gov 
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From:   
Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2012 6:54 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Cc: Baumann, Dan G - DNR 
Subject: Re: Soil Susceptibility and Sustainabity part 3 
 
This full article is very interesting...found under search of Protecting groundwater in Wisconsin through 
comprehensive  
  
wi.water usgs.gov/gwcomp/find    
  
susceptibility of groundwater contaminants - map  
  
it shows us the most susceptible area in the whole state.  also says wood county has an ordinance 
about livestock wastes.     
  
another question Dan you suggested the quality of water Mr. Wyosocki is liable for  why not the 
quantity.  No one has had their wells go DRY>>>now it is a real possibility>>> TIMES HOW MANY 
HOMES IN SARATOGA.  I truly think before he is allowed to build the DNR MUST require him to supply 
municipal good quality water to the township  before he supplies his fields and cows.  My reason is that I 
am highly allergic to antibiotics.  If they occur in my drinking water, I will probably die.  My first reaction 
required injections directly into my abdomen.  I was lucky, I was in the hospital when the reaction 
occured.  I am told the next reaction will be much worse.  Also, touring the dairy in Armenia for 2-1/2 
hours, required me to have 2 days of inhaler treatments in order to breath.  That is why I am fighting so 
hard to stop this.  We have many health challenged people living in Saratoga.  They moved here from 
other townships.  We have truly let them down.   thanks  
 

From:   
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2012 8:01 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR; Baumann, Dan G - DNR 
Subject: Soil Susceptibility and Sustainabity part 3 
 
Dan, Russ this is the 3rd article to the soil susceptibility sustainability packets. Article is 
protecting ground water in Wisconsin through comprehensive 
planning.  http://wi.water.usgs.gov/gwcomp/find/woodsusceptibility.htm/ 

this article explains groundwater contamination depends on contaminate release, type of contaminants, 
and sensitivity of the area to contamination.  70% to 97% rely on ground water.  P2 of the 8 shows our 
area of Wisconsin as the MOST SUSCEPTIBLE in the whole state of WISCONSIN.        
 

****NOTE: Article not found at link listed above.**** 
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From:   
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2012 9:13 AM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR; Baumann, Dan G - DNR 
Cc: Stu 
Subject: High-cap wells and Golden Sands Dairy 
 
I agree with this position that WDNR needs to broaden high‐cap well evaluation and 
approval. 
  

 
 

  
http://www.wisconsinrapidstribune.com/article/20120831/WRT01/308310158/Rome‐
leaders‐oppose‐dairy‐wells?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|FRONTPAGE 
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Updated: Rome leaders oppose DNR process for high-
capacity wells
Sep. 19 wisconsinrapidstribune.com

Updated with clarification that the town opposes the high-capacity well process but has not taken a 
stand on specific wells.

ROME — Because of a concern about local water levels, Town Board members are taking a stand 
against the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources' process for approving high-capacity wells.

Rome has lost $164 million in equalized value in the past three years and will lose an estimated 
$120 million in assessed value this year, according to a letter written to a DNR official and signed 
by Town Board members.

“Some of this loss may be attributable to water quality and quantity in our lakes,” the letter states.

In the letter, approved by the Town Board last week, town officials express concern that the DNR’s 
high-capacity well permit process is flawed. The DNR issues high-capacity well permits on each 
well’s merit without regarding proximity to existing wells, according to the letter.

In June, the Town Board discussed the 4,000-cow, 6,500-acre Golden Sands Dairy the Wysocki 
Family of Companies proposed building in Saratoga. Plans for the dairy include a total of 5,300 
animals. The company applied for 49 high-capacity wells — 47 to irrigate crops and two for the 
dairy. At that time, board members decided it wasn’t appropriate to take a stand on a proposal in 
another community.

There wasn’t enough information then to make an informed decision, said Lori Djumadi, Town 
Board member. Board members wanted more details, so member Rick Bakovka began to study the 
issue.

Bakovka, the author of the town’s letter, said he is not against high-capacity wells and does not 
blame them for all the town’s water problems, but he thinks they are contributing.

“The (application) process is flawed; it needs some adjustment,” Bakovka said.

Bakovka said he has historical data that shows 60 percent of the water in the Rome lakes used to 
come from surface water. Now, almost none does.

“If left unchecked, the lakes will lose their ability to maintain their water level,” Bakovka said.

There are more than 80 high-capacity wells in the nearby town of Leola, at least 52 in Colburn and 
hundreds more further east at the head of the Fourteen Mile Creek watershed, Bakovka said in the 
letter. The DNR should take those wells into account when considering approval of the permits for 
the dairy, he said.

Page 1 of 1Updated: Rome leaders oppose DNR process for high-capacity wells | Wisconsin Rapids ...

09/20/2012http://www.wisconsinrapidstribune.com/article/20120831/WRT01/308310158/Rome-lead...
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Saratoga Town Hall Public Listening Session 

Issues Identification Comment Form 

For the Proposed 

Golden Sands Dairy 

August 23, 20 12 Meeting 

Public information gathering for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please 
clearly state the issue(s) you feel should be addressed by WI Department ofNatural 
Resources in the EIS: 
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why They E><:.l!2ctnr;/_ -j-)] e f'q;-WI /1-] '"T"elh ectr/ 

I 
Cou'1f 

Completion of this form and inclusion of personal iriformation is voluntary. We will use your contact information to seek 
clarification of your comments, if necessary. All comments subject to Wisconsin's Open Records Law. 

Name: 

Contactlnformation: 
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From: Kafka, Terence - DNR  
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2012 1:08 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR; Hershfield, Marc J - DNR 
Cc: Kafka, Terence - DNR 
Subject: RE: GSD Public Comments 
 

 
Russ and Marc, 
 
The majority of individuals I spoke to during the EIR completed comment 
sheets.    I noted two comments, which stood out among all others:  
 
The first notable comment received from a Saratoga resident during the 
EIR session related to a concern about a closed town dump in the 
immediate vicinity of a GSD cropfield – which would have a high 
capacity well.  The resident believed the dump was closed more than 20 
years ago.  Since this was new information and town dumps in that era 
were subject to receipt of an array of materials, I thought it important to 
pass on to you.  The resident believed the dump was located on South 
Hollywood Road.  The comment was related to having concerns about the 
potential effects of locating a high capacity well near a closed town dump. 
 
The second notable comment was related to concerns about clear cutting, 
stump removal and then cultivating within the gas / oil pipeline easement 
(Enbridge?) that runs through many of the currently forested tracks.  The 
local resident wanted to know if the facility needed to take precautions for 
any of the activities within the immediate vicinity of the pipeline. 
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From: Wheat, Gretchen S - DNR  
Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2012 10:16 AM 
To: Dix, Deb S - DNR; Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Cc: Kafka, Terence - DNR 
Subject: RE: Animal Mortalities On Site Disposal 
 
Questions from the public about animal mortalities and the proposed Golden Sands Dairy 
(GSD) include: 
 Can the CAFO WPDES Permit can prohibit on-site carcass disposal (for routine 

mortalities, or emergency)? 
 Would lack of an appropriate on-site burial site prevent siting of this CAFO? 
 How long can routine carcasses be stored at the CAFO site, prior to being moved off-

site? 
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From:   
Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2012 9:45 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Subject: Proposed CAFO in Saratoga 
 
Mr. Anderson 
  
Attached are some questions/concerns I have about the proposed CAFO in the township of 
Saratoga (see attachments). 
  
Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 
  

 
 

 
 
 
Concerns regarding the proposed CAFO 
 
-approx. 6000 acres removed from Managed Forest Crop land that is used by the public 
for recreational purposes, (hunting, fishing, trapping, hiking, cross country skiing, 
snowmobiling, snowshoeing, horseback riding, etc) 
 
-47 or more high capacity wells which according the University of Wisconsin hydrologist 
will decrease ground water (currently area ground water is estimated to be at 14-24 feel 
below the ground surface. 
 
-millions of gallons of liquid manure solids applied to crop lands 
 
-reduction of stream flow in the Seven Mile and Ten Mile Creeks 
 
-contamination of ground and surface water with nitrates, phosphates, pesticides, 
herbicides, pathogens, and antibiotics 
 
-increased soil erosion 
 
-air pollution 
 
-negative impact on wildlife, fish, and endangered species in the area 
 
-health risks including respiratory illnesses for people who live and work in the area 
 
-lower property values as land will now be classified agricultural 
 
-increased property taxes 
 
-need for additional road repair 
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-negative effects of ground water run-off on lakes, streams, creeks and rivers in the area 
 
-animal cruelty (cows are crammed into warehouses, fed mainly corn based diets, given 
extremely high dosages of antibiotics to fend off disease and milked 3 times per day, 
often leaving them with inflamed utters) 
 
-air pollution and stench from anaerobic reactions 
 
Additional questions sent to the DNR on the CAFO 
 
Is the DNR going to impose a standard on the odors emitted by the CAFO? 
 
Is the CAFO going to be able to spread manure on snow or frozen ground thus affecting 
the ground water? 
 
What methods are the DNR going to enact to collect and track public complaints if the 
CAFO proposal goes through? 
 
Is there going to be water and air quality testing in the residential areas surrounded by the 
CAFO? 
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From:   
Sent: Sunday, September 02, 2012 8:36 AM 
To: Baumann, Dan G ‐ DNR 
Cc: Craig, Andrew D ‐ DNR; terrence.kafka@wisconsin.gov; Wheat, Gretchen S ‐ DNR; 
larry.lynch@wisconsin.gov; Anderson, Russell A ‐ DNR 
Subject: Concerns ‐ Golden Sands Dairy CAFO 
 
As a resident and close neighbor to the proposed Golden Sands Dairy I would like to have the 
members of the Environmental Impact Team consider my concerns. 
 
1. Drinking Water:  I would like to have our families well guaranteed or made hole if there is an 
impact on our well.  The impact could be chemical contamination caused by the farming 
process, water quality, and amount of water.  We have been informed that there is a Supreme 
Court ruling that high capacity wells are  required to ensure the water quality and availability is 
maintained.  We would like this to be included in the permit process for the approval of the well 
permits.  Residents should not be required to go to court to ensure the availability of quality 
water is present in their location for all time.  The Wisconsin DNR is our protector to ensure this 
takes place for everyone as we do not own the water. 
 
2. Recreation: Currently the land is forest crop land and we enjoy the recreation that comes 
from the forest crop laws. We can hunt, fish, snowmobile, use ATV trails, and hike this land.  The 
Wisconsin DNR owns land adjacent to  this land where wildlife is abundant.  Is there 
consideration to where the wildlife will go if the CAFO and the high capacity wells are 
permitted?  What will the Wisconsin DNR's position be if a class A Trout Stream is ruined 
because of a permit that they issued?  What will be the impact be on hunting and fishing 
licenses? 
 
3. Wildlife:  The Ruffed Grouse, White Tail Deer, and Wild Turkeys the Wisconsin DNR maintains 
will have 6,000 acres less to survive on.  What will become of them?  The Ruffed Grouse used to 
be abundant in this area.They are almost extinct here now.  There will no longer be food 
available for the Ruffed Grouse to exist.  The habitat for the wildlife must be considered for the 
permit process. 
 
4. Endangered Species:  Is the Wisconsin DNR considering endangered species for the area 
involved? 
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From:   
Sent: Sunday, September 02, 2012 11:30 AM 
To: russel.anderson@wisconsin.gov  
Subject: Saratoga FACTORY concerns 
  
On concerns for the proposed dairy FACTORY in Saratoga... 
I am concerned about the recreation in OUR area, the things we have all come to love. 
We have the precious water which we can NEVER replace. Water is life. We need it to 
drink, bathe, and water OUR minute gardens. 
There are the trout streams, which fishermen treasure, especially those from the south, 
where they don’t have to drive as far as ”up north”. 
There  are the lakes in Rome. People have spent their fortunes on their homes, or even 
second homes, to get away from it all. When there are many high cap wells across from 
them, and their wells have gone dry, or are polluted and the lakes are full of algae, 
chemicals, pesticides and smells, you are going to have many more people upset, along 
with the Saratoga people! Many will move to Minnesota, if they are not thinking of that 
already! 
I am also concerned about the wildlife. Many, many acres will be destroyed by this for 
habitat. Where will the animals go? For example, we have whip‐or‐will birds that we 
enjoy hearing in the evenings. Thirty‐four years ago, the population of them was quite 
high. Now we only hear a few. Their habitat is dwindling just with  housing 
development. There is the deer population. What about the deer hunting that 
Wisconsin is always promoting? Now just add the destroying of 11,000 acres...not to 
mention all the other species. 
The smells concern me as well. The folks who live by the existing CAFO s were deceived. 
Telling them there would be no odor was a lie. The smells are so bad, that you can’t 
open windows and people vomit from it. If it is anything like the stock yards in Nebraska 
you can smell them for MILES before actually getting there and it is PUTRID!!!What 
about the fly population? Flies carry diseases. Wouldn’t that be another health hazard 
from this dairy FACTORY? 
After doing research on CAFO s, I am amazed that the DNR would even consider letting 
the possibility of this happening to a recreational area. There are too many people and 
water resources affected in the area, compared to a place that was already farm land. 
Isn’t that the job of the DNR, to PROTECT the resources? This would be devastating to 
the area as a whole. 
“DISCOVER WISCONSIN” wouldn’t be very proud to have these CAFO s advertised in 
their promotions, especially when they are trying to “sell” a certain area. They would be 
deceiving. So much for tourism. 
I hope you do everything right in your research to protect us from this beast that wants 
to move in and destroy our lives by destroying our resources.NO one should have that 
right to do so. Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
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From:   
Sent: Monday, September 03, 2012 3:00 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Cc: Baumann, Dan G - DNR;  
Subject: EIS Considerations 
 

Hello Russ, 
 
Here are a few topics I would like the DNR to consider during the EIS processes.  
I am considering this email a documented of record.   
 

1. The spreading program discusses no spreading with 24hrs of a rain event 
greater than 2”, I would like to see this at 1”. 

2. I would like a containment area (concrete with barriers) for the manure stacking 
that is equal to the potential exposure, the containment area should be lined 
with a rubber barrier and or something comparable.   

3. The liquid manure lagoons – a containment area (concrete with barriers – 
separate from the fields and lagoons) equal to or greater than the possible 
storage of this area.  If there was a major event, the liquid would then be 
contained in an area that would be lined similar to above.  This would prevent 
the spill from going into the soil.  Similar to above ground gasoline containers.   

4. The liquid manure lagoon would have a bladder to prevent leaking, either 
rubber or something similar.  Cement cracks and breaks, there needs to be 
something more. 

5. Setback from where the area irrigated and or sprayed (via irrigators, crop 
dusters or other vehicles) equal to 300 feet from property lines or land 
easements.  My drive way is a land easement through PC 34 & PC 37.  I should 
not have to drive though this or have my kids near this.  My kids walk up and 
down the driveway to school each day.   

6. Woods barrier on the property lines equal to 100 feet or greater.  This would 
offer a minimal barrier to the crop fields.   This would reduce the dust, spraying, 
and other things from impacting my residence.  

7. Minimal 3 day notice prior to any spraying of the fields with anything except 
water (nothing added to the water). 

8. The high capacity wells should not be located within 300 feet of any private 
well, the plans discuss 100 feet, this is not enough. 

9. Frozen liquid manure should not be allowed to be spread on to the fields. No 
exceptions.   

10. Do not allow an “emergency” 5 day per monthly spraying of liquid manure.  
They should have other plans in place to handle their “emergency’s”. My water 
should not be contaminated to help them out.   

11. The proposed dairy should be required to have a water treatment area similar 
to the city of Wisconsin Rapids, their volume of waste will be substantially more 
than the city.  If the city needs it, then the dairy should as well.   

 
I am including Dan on this email, again I would like these added to the review of 
the EIS and look forward to hearing the responses to these items.   
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From:   
Sent: Saturday, September 01, 2012 10:34 PM 
To: Provost, Scott M - DNR 
Subject: Fwd: Wysocki CAFO and Saratoga Residents Water Rights 

Hello Scott, 
 
    As promised, I have reworked the numbers now that I have done more research and 
have better data.  The situation is even worse than what I first calculated.  Please replace 
my earlier submission with this study. 
 
             

 
 
-------- Original Message --------  

Subject: Wysocki CAFO and Saratoga Residents Water Rights 
Date: Sat, 01 Sep 2012 22:24:05 -0500 

From:  
Reply-To:

Organization:  
To: editor@wisconsinrapidstribune.com 

CC:  
 

 
 

 

 

     The Wysocki organization is planning on purchasing a reported 
8,000 forested acres in Saratoga, clearing most of the forest and 
replacing it with 6,400 acres of irrigated cropland in conjunction with 
a large CAFO.  The Wysocki organization has filed 10 high capacity well  
applications with the Wisconsin DNR for a total of 49 high capacity  
wells, two of which will be located just east of County Trunk U in  
Portage County.  The remaining 47 wells will be located in Saratoga.   
According to the applications, 47 of these wells will draw on average  
720,000 gallons/day for 7 months of the year.  Two wells will be 
devoted to the CAFO dairy and draw considerably less water, 137,000 and 
144,000 gallons/day for 12 months/year.  The average yearly consumption 
of water is calculated to be 7,344,325,000 gallons. 
 
     The average rainfall in southern Wood county is approximately 31  
inches and the high end of the recharge rate (the amount of water that  
actually returns to the water table) is 12 inches/year.( W.G. Batten,  
Hydrogeology of Wood County, Wisconsin, U.S. Geological Survey, 1989).   
What this translates to is that the 8,000 acres that Wysocki plans on  
purchasing will return 2,606,811,429 net gallons/year to the water 
table  
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or reservoir.  So they are only "supplying" 35% of their water needs.   
The rest of the water, a total of 4,737,53,571 gallons/year will come  
from the rest of us in the watershed. 
 
     There are approximately 32,778 acres in Saratoga so the Wysocki  
organization will end up owning and irrigating about 1/4 of the total  
land area of Saratoga.  There are approximately 5,102 people in the 
town and approximately 2,011 households.  Almost everyone has their own 
well and many of them, such as mine, are shallow well sandpoints. We 
will all have water problems in the not too distant future.   In 
addition the 7 Mile, 10 mile, and 14 Mile creeks will be adversely 
affected if this enterprise is allowed to proceed. 
 
     Why should we, the residents of Saratoga and neighboring  
communities in the watershed, be forced to subsidize the Wysocki CAFO  
with our water, a precious resource that we all treasure? 
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23-Aug-12
Update Sept. 1, 2012

WATER USE CALCULATIONS
Wysocki CAFO in Saratoga, WI,  Wood County with two wells in Portage County

49 Number of Wells Applied for
10 Applications for the 49 Wells

Well Number Maximum Flow Rate, gpmAverage Flow Rate, Gallons/day Maximum Flow Rate, Gallons/DayMonths/year Used Average Gallons/Year
Application 1 PC1 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC2 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC3 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC5 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC6 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC7 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC4,12 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC8 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC15 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC16,22 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC21 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC38 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC9,13 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC10 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC17,18 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC23 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC11,19,20 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC24 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC25 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC26 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

Application 2 PC33 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC34,35 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC37 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
Application 3 PC55 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC56 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC41,44 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC42,45 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

Application 4 PC27 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC28 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

Application 5 PC30 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC31 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

Application  6 PC46 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC48 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC51 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC53 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC54 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC58,64 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC59 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC67 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC68 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC69,70 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
Application 7 PC55 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

PC56 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC60 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
PC61 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

Application 8 D1 275 137,000 396,000 12 50,005,000
PC31 200 144,000 288,000 12 52,560,000

Application 9 PC72 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000
Application 10 PC71 1,000 720,000 1,440,000 7 154,080,000

Total Gallons/year 7,344,325,000

1000 gallons/minute capacity/well
31 Average precipitation/year in this area, inches

8000 Acres
6400 Acres Cropland

12 Maximum recharge rate for southern Wood County and Surrounds

6.02173E+11 net cubic inches of water/year falling on the 8000 acres
2,606,811,429 net gallons/year falling on the 8000 acres

35 Percentage of water the Golden Sands Dairy would be receiving on its 8000 acres due to precipitation vs estimated usage of water

Another way of looking at it:

######### number of gallons per year that we, the neighbors of the proposed Wisocki CAFO would be contributing to the Wysocki 
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From:    
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2012 9:30 AM 
To: Baumann, Dan G ‐ DNR 
Subject: FYI 
 
Dan, 
 
I have a lady in the Adams County Health and Human Services dept. who is finding areas in 
southern Adams that are atrazine prohibuted because of the high concentration of the chemical 
in the soil of corn fields.  She has seen an increase in atrazine related diseases in people living in 
those areas. 
 
I have asked her to write a letter to you detailing her findings.  It seems to indicate that 
prolonged exposure to pesticides sprayed on corn and potatoes may have a negative cumulativ 
effect on people.  With families being so close to the proposed fields, this could be a serious 
threat to their health. 
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From:   
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 1:50 PM 
To: Baumann, Dan G ‐ DNR 
Subject: CAFO 
 
Dan, 
 
After reviewing Golden Sands well permit applications, I found discrepancies on applications 9 
and 10.  Where use is indicated, Bob Nauta put Dairy, not irrigation.  These are the 2 wells at the 
eastern edge of the project in Portage County. 
 
I called Mr. Nauta, and he indicated that both applications contained a mistake.  So I contacted 
Mr. Lynch and asked him to request that Mr. Wysocki be made to resubmit those two 
applications with the corrected information. 
 
My concern was, were these an indicator of a second CAFO site. 
 
I also sent Russ Anderson a letter stating we find a catastrophic mortality pit on site a serious 
threat to our water supply. 
 
And, I voiced a concern for the gallons of diseased milk generated from sick cows.  Mr. Wysocki 
does not address how he will dispose of the thousands of gallons of milk from diseased cows.  
We do not feel it acceptable or ethical  
to feed it to calvess, or pour it out on the ground.   I feel Mr. Wysocki  
needs to resubmit his WPEDES permit application, and address this issue. 
 
Thanks, 
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From:   
To:   
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2012 4:49 PM 
Subject: Water Quality Fact Sheet 10.4.06.doc 
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CAFOs and Water Quality 
 

A Compilation of Facts from: Concentrating on Clean Water: The Challenge of 
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations by Carol J. Hodne, Ph.D. 
Full report: http://www.iowapolicyproject.org/2005_reports_press_releases/050406-cafo-fullx.pdf   

 
 As Cooperband and Good (2002, p. 5075) observed, “Intensively managed livestock production systems 

have exacerbated conditions where manure use in crop production is more akin to waste disposal than 
beneficial fertilization.”  (Hodne, 2005, p. 6) 

 …the processes used in siting CAFOs inadequately consider water quality issues at regional and 
watershed levels (Jackson, Keeney, & Gilbert, 2000).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 7) 

 Contract producers compared to independent producers, have narrower options for manure management 
and other practices that affect water quality (e.g., Morrison, 1998).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 4) 

Manure Application / Runoff 

 Manure runoff to surface waters is increased by manure application to: flood plains; steep land slopes; and 
soil that is frozen, snow covered, saturated, or of low porosity (Mulla, et al., 1999).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 13) 

 Manure application near waterways, natural drainage paths and surface waters increases runoff (Crane, et 
al., 1983; U.S. E.P.A., 1998).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 13)  

 The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDCP, 1998) studied lagoon, surface water and ground 
water samples from farm sites in Iowa counties with high densities of swine CAFOs. …The results generally 
suggested the possibility that pollutants and pathogens can move through the soil and away from the point 
of higher pollution (i.e., lagoons) and by overland flow from the area of manure application.  (Hodne, 2005, 
p. 18)  

 Water contamination may increase with poorly planned CAFO siting that ignores issues such as regional 
and watershed water quality, sandy soils, shallow groundwater and flood plains (Jackson, et al., 2000).  
(Hodne, 2005, p. 14) 

Manure Lagoon Seepage 

 Earthen manure storage lagoons (that are soil lined or clay lined) allow seepage of wastewater, creating a 
source of potential groundwater contamination (Ham & DeSutter, 2000).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 11) 

 With or without liners, lagoons are at risk for seepage due to freezing and thawing, burrowing animals, 
roots, and cracking from drying walls following pumpout (Jackson, 1998).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 12) 

Water Pollutants Emitted by Factory Farms 

 The main components of CAFO manure that may cause water pollution are nutrients, (i.e. nitrogen, 
phosphorous, and potassium), ammonia, pathogens, (e.g., bacteria), feed additives (e.g. antibiotics, 
hormones), salts and trace elements, organic matter, and solids (U.S. EPA, 1998).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 7) 

Antibiotics 
 Antibiotics are used in CAFO animals to treat disease, prevent the spread of disease, promote growth and 

enhance feed efficiency (Cole, Hill, Humenik, & Sobsey, 1999; McEwan & Fedorka-Cray, 2002). 
…Depending on the source, 40 percent (Nawaz, et al., 2002) to 70 percent (Mellon, et al., 2000) of 
antibiotics used in the United States are fed to livestock to promote growth, treat disease and minimize the 
risks of confinement (e.g., stress from crowding).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 8.) 

 Of antibiotics given to CAFO livestock, 25-75 percent pass unchanged into manure waste and may 
contaminate soil and water through transmission through surface water and ground water (Chee-Sanford, 
Aminov, Krapac, Garrigues, & Mackie, 2001).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 18) 
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 The use of antibiotics, including subtherapeutic use as growth promoters, in CAFOs has been associated 
with the selection and spread of antibiotic resistance among populations of bacteria in animals. Resistant 
organisms may spread through infected carrier animals, feed, wildlife, or clothing. (Addis, et al., 1999; Cole, 
et al., 1999; McEwan & Fedorka-Cray, 2002).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 19) 

 Methods of transmission of antibiotic resistance to humans include direct contact, animal manure and 
contaminated food (Gorbach, 2001; McEwan & Fedorka-Cray, 2002).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 19) 

Hormones 

 Synthetic estrogen and testosterone, which are used in livestock feed to stimulate growth, increase feed 
efficiency and increase productivity, end up in animal manure (Mulla, et al., 1999).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 8.) 

 Estrogen and Testosterone are typically transferred to surface waters by runoff and leaching, respectively 
(Shore, Correll, & Chakraborty, 1995).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 19) 

Nutrients 
 The application of manure at a nitrogen-based agronomic rate leads to significant overapplication of P 

[Phosphorus], relative to crop needs (Cooperband & Good, 2002; Sims, 1995).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 13) 

 High nutrient concentrations have been found in Iowa surface water in river basins with denser 
concentrations of CAFOs.  (Hodne, 2005, p. 14) 

Pathogens 
 Pathogens are microorganisms (e.g., bacteria, viruses, parasites) that can cause disease. Animal waste 

may carry infectious organisms including those that cause food-borne illness in humans, such as 
Campylobacter, Escherichia coli (E.coli) and Salmonella. Animal manure can carry protozoa, including 
Cryptosporidium parvum and Giardia species. (Addis, et al., 1999; Mulla, et al., 1999; U.S. EPA, 2001).  
(Hodne, 2005, p. 8.) 

 The settling of fecal coliform to sediments represents a latent human health threat. This is because natural 
or human disturbances may cause the contaminated sediments to become resuspended (i.e., released into 
the water again), thereby, becoming a source of contaminated water for humans (Burkholder, et al., 1997).  
(Hodne, 2005, p. 10) 

Salts and Trace Elements 
 Undigested feed that passes through animals contains sodium and potassium. Trace elements in manure 

include those that are often added to feed as growth stimulants and biocides – arsenic, copper, selenium 
and zinc.  (Hodne, 2005, p. 8) 

 Salts and trace elements from discharges from feedlots and land-applied manure, especially when applied 
excessively and repeatedly, can accumulate, as they persist in the environment, and can ultimately harm 
soil quality and plant growth.  (Hodne, 2005, p. 20) 

 Increased salts and trace elements may cause environmental imbalances in fresh waters and on 
agricultural lands, harming birds and reducing yields.  (Hodne, 2005, p. 20) 

 The Iowa CDCP (1998) study found trace metals and common ions in water affected by large-scale swine 
CAFOs, especially in earthen manure lagoons, but also in drainage ditches and wells, tile line inlets and 
outlets, and an adjacent river.  (Hodne, 2005, p. 20) 

 Excessive amounts of copper and zinc have been found in creek sediment and wetlands, in association 
with cattle CAFO and swine CAFOs, respectively (U.S.EPA, 2001).  (Hodne, 2005, p. 20) 

 
 
 
 
All information included in this factsheet was obtained from: 
Hodne, Carol J. Concentrating on Clean Water: The Challenge of Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations. The Iowa 
Policy Project.  2005.  Full report: http://www.iowapolicyproject.org/2005_reports_press_releases/050406-cafo-fullx.pdf 
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From:   
To:   
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2012 8:57 PM 
Subject: Fwd: USDA AG RESEARCH Dairies 2011 
 
 

Date: Thu, 24 May 2012 13:19:11 -0500 
To:  
From:  
Subject: USDA AG RESEARCH  Dairies 2011 
 
http://www.ars.usda.gov/research/publications/publications.htm?seq_no
_115=250400&pf=1  
 
USDA AG RESEARCH 
Research Project: ASSESSING NUTRIENT LOSSES, EMISSIONS, AND PATHOGEN 
TRANSPORT FROM MANURE APPLICATION AND ANIMAL PRODUCTION SITES IN THE 
WESTERN U.S.  
 
Location: NWISRL, Kimberly, Idaho  

Title: Ambient Endotoxin Concentrations and Assessment of Offsite Transport at 
Open-Lot and Open-Freestall Dairies.  

Authors  
  Dungan, Robert  
  Leytem, April  

 
Submitted to: Journal of Environmental Quality  
Publication Type: Peer Reviewed Journal  
Publication Acceptance Date: August 17, 2010  
Publication Date: February 28, 2011  
Citation: Dungan, R.S., Leytem, A.B. 2011. Ambient Endotoxin Concentrations and 
Assessment of Offsite Transport at Open-Lot and Open-Freestall Dairies.. Journal of 
Environmental Quality. 40(2):462-467.  
 
Interpretive Summary: Endotoxins are derived from bacteria and are a potential 
respiratory health risk if inhaled. Acute exposures can cause lung disfunction and 
flue-like symptoms. In this study we monitored airborne endotoxin concentrations 
at the downwind edge of a 10,000 milking cow open-lot and open freestall dairy over 
an 8-hour period to assess daily fluctuations. Compared to background 
environments, the downwind concentrations were statistically higher and increased 
with wind speed, animal activity, and lot management practices. A model was then 
used to predicted ground-level endotoxin concentrations up to 2,000 m from the dairies. 
Predicted endotoxin concentrations decreased with distance and reached background 
levels within 500 to 2,000 m depending on source concentration and climatic conditions. 
Individuals in the downwind environment will have a lower risk of exposure to airborne 
endotoxin as distance from the production facilities is increased.  
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Technical Abstract: Endotoxins are derived from gram-negative bacteria and are a 
potent inducer of inflammatory reactions in the respiratory tract when inhaled. To assess 
daily fluctuations of airborne endotoxin and their potential for transport from dairies, 
endotoxin concentrations were monitored over an 8-h period at upwind (background) and 
downwind (5 m from edge of dairy) locations on three separate days at two dairies. The 
dairies consisted of an open-lot or an open-freestall production system, both of which 
were stocked with 10,000 milking cows. Upwind concentrations were stable throughout 
the sampling period, averaging between 1.2 and 36.8 endotoxin units (EU) m-3, whereas 
downwind concentration averages ranged from 179 to 989 EU-3. Downwind endotoxin 
concentrations increased with wind speed, animal activity, and lot management 
practices, resulting in concentrations up to 136-fold higher than upwind 
concentrations. An area-source model was used to predict downwind ground-level 
endotoxin concentrations at distances up to 2000 m from the production facilities. 
Predicted concentrations decreased with distance and reached background levels within 
500 to 2000 m, depending on the source emission rate and meteorological conditions.  
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From:   
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 3:54 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR; Baumann, Dan G - DNR 
Subject: Fw: Water article in WR paper 
 
This math nis interesting . 
  
we also did the math and figured out the amount of water asked for  PER YEAR is 5 TIMES the 
amount of WATER IN NEPCO LAKE 
 

Local article in WR Paper: 

Armed with a calculator and the Internet, I found alarming statistics on proposed water 
usage for a new “Saratoga dairy farm” facility. What I found should make every citizen 
of southern Wood County and northern Adams County take notice. 

To sustain the agricultural portion of land used, 49 high-capacity wells would be needed, 
pumping 1,000 gallons of water per minute each (according to speakers at informational 
meetings) or 2,940,000 per hour or 70,560,000 gallons per day. This is 2,116,800,000 in 
30 days, or 8,467,200,000 in a 120-day growing season. 

If the shape of an acre were 100 feet by 436 feet, that acre would contain 325,853 U.S. 
gallons of water, so the farm would consume 332,585 acre feet of water in 120 days. This 
is a volume of water one foot deep by 100 feet wide by 14,207,060 feet long or 100 feet 
multiplied by 2,691 miles. 

To put this into perspective, a four-lane superhighway is approximately 48 feet wide. A 
four-lane highway the distance from New York City to Los Angeles is 2,776 miles. In 
other words, the amount of water used would be one foot deep and the size of a 
superhighway running from New York City to Los Angeles — and back. 

Where is the Department of Natural Resource’s environmental impact study for this 
project? Those guys run around protecting snail darters, spotted owls, Karner blue 
butterflies — guys so anal they will fine you for possession of an eagle feather. 

For the average — yes average — citizen, it is illegal to disturb wetlands in any way, 
shape or form; yet the DNR is willing to allow a farm project of such monumental 
magnitude. They are willing to allow the potential irreparable damage of depleting water 
supplies in streams and recreational lakes, and let’s not forget the slow depletion of 
underground aquifers. 

Aside from a potential lack of drinking water and the environmental fish and aquatic 
damage, what about the damage to the local economy? Who wants to live by lakes with 
little, if any, water, reeking of dying fish and decaying vegetation? 
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Since the DNR obviously prefers to remain passive about the issues they were created to 
protect, perhaps someone needs to contact a national office of the Environmental 
Protection Agency. Remember, once the damage is done, there is no turning back. 

 lives in Wisconsin Rapids 
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From:   
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 10:09 PM 
To: Ebersberger, Eric K ‐ DNR 
Cc: Bauman, Thomas S ‐ DNR; Baumann, Dan G ‐ DNR; terrence.kafka@wisconsin.gov; Wheat, 
Gretchen S ‐ DNR; larry.lynch@wisconsin.gov; Anderson, Russell A ‐ DNR 
Subject: Golden Sands Dairy approval process 
 
Eric, 
A lot of the information contained in the Groundwater Quantity Protection chapter of Wisconsin 
Administrative Codes on groundwater has been discussed and brought out to the home owners 
in the area of the proposed Golden Sands Dairy.  In these codes the Wisconsin DNR has the right 
to protect the quantity of the water in a class A Trout stream.  There is only one class 1 Trout 
stream in Wood County.  I grew up fishing this stream with my father 
50 years ago.  I now live within a half mile of this stream.  This year much of the stream could be 
waded with hip boots.  That is something that has only happened one other year for me in the 
50 years of fishing the Ten Mile Creek.  This stream would not be able to support trout with less 
water in it than there was this year.  In Chapter NR 820 it talks about affecting the stream flow in 
percentages.  It does not outline the percentage of trout the stream can support.  Under item 
(d) in the Codes is a small statement, "flow conditions in the stream shall be maintained such 
that the fish populations and critical habitat are not adversely affected."  The last 6 words are 
the most important, critical habitat are not adversely affected.  Habitat inclueds food supply.  I 
believe the food supply is directly related to the quantity of water and should be included in the 
DNR's approval process. 
 
Chapter NR 820 
 
GROUNDWATER QUANTITY PROTECTION 
 
All of the following provisions shall apply to proposed high capacity wells that are not included 
under sub. (3) (a) 1. to 5. 
and proposed wells that satisfy the conditions under sub. (3) (a) 1. to 5. but for which the 
department has determined that the proposed well may have a significant adverse 
environmental impact on the trout stream, outstanding resource water or exceptional resource 
water: 
(a) The department shall notify the applicant that the proposed high capacity well may have a 
significant impact on the stream or lake and may require additional information concerning flow 
characteristics of the affected stream or lake, site?specific geologic and hydrogeologic 
information and pertinent regional information. 
(b) Within 65 business days of receipt of a complete application, the department shall identify 
additional informational requirements necessary to evaluate the proposed well and may 
determine that the applicant shall develop and submit an environmental impact report in 
accordance with s. NR 150.25. 
(c) Following receipt of the requested information, the department shall prepare an 
environmental assessment in accordance with the procedures of s. NR 150.22 and shall develop 
and publish a news release in accordance with s. NR 150.21. 
(d) If the department determines that operation of the proposed high capacity well will not 
result in significant adverse environmental impact on critical resources within the stream or lake 
and other uses of the stream or lake, the department shall approve the well and include in any 
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approval issued using the standards under s. 281.34, Stats., conditions to ensure that operation 
of the proposed well will not cause significant adverse environmental impact to critical aquatic 
resources or other existing uses of the stream or lake. The conditions may include but are not 
limited to conditions as to location, depth of casing, depth of lower drillhole, depth interval of 
well screen, pumping capacity, pumpage schedule, months of operation, rate of flow, ultimate 
use and conservation measures. In the case of Class 1, 2 and 3 trout streams and outstanding or 
exceptional resource waters that contain warm water sport fisheries, flow conditions in the 
stream shall be maintained such that the fish populations and critical habitat are not adversely 
affected. 
 

 

149



From:   
Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2012 8:32 AM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Cc: Baumann, Dan G - DNR;  
Subject: RE: EIS Considerations 
 

Hello Russ, 
 
One other item that came to mind that I would like included in the EIS.  If permits are 
given, I would like to request the Town of Saratoga residents be educated on the “rules of 
the game” that the proposed dairy need to abide by.  As this is adjacent to my property I 
will be keeping a very close eye on the activates and I would like to clearly know what is 
acceptable and what isn’t and who to contact.  I am assuming I am not the only resident 
that feels this way.   
 
Best regards, 
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From:   
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2012 12:03 PM 
To: Craig, Andrew D - DNR 
Subject: Saratoga meeting 
 
Hi Andrew, 
  
This is .  I met you at the Saratoga EIS meeting on Aug 23.  Thank you 
for your time and attention in discussing different permitting issues.  You had mentioned 
to me that you could send me the link of the proposed high capacity well locations west 
and east of Highway 13 that were in color.  Could you also send me the map of where the 
pivots are proposed to go on their property?   I can not seem to find it on the Web Site.  
Thank you! 
  
Here's a question I forgot to ask you at the meeting: How often are CAFOs in Wisconsin 
allowed to double in size?  I found that in the state of IL CAFOs are allowed to double in 
size every 2 years without the same scrutiny as starting one from scratch.  Is there any 
stipulation in Wisconsin that states when and under what circumstances a CAFO can 
expand?  I understand that the New Chester CAFO is currently trying to double in size 
from 6,270 animal units to 12,540 animal units.  How long has the current New Chester 
operation been in existence?  How much crop land do they have? 
  
At the beginning of our conversation you said that the proposed CAFO in Saratoga would 
not be spraying manure.  Later you corrected yourself and stated that in 5 years or by 
2017 the Wysocki's did in fact plan to spray manure and that this would have to be 
disclosed now.  Also, you mentioned different set backs based on different manure 
application methods.  I'm curious if somewhere in the proposal the Wysocki's have 
mentioned that they plan to expand and when?  How much land do they need for 
spreading manure generated by 5,000 cows?  1 cow excretes approximately the 
equivalent of 15 to 20 people.  5,000 cows equates to approximately 100,000 untreated 
human waste product sprayed or applied everywhere.  The reason I ask is because of 
the amount of land the Wysocki's are purchasing.  I'm sure there is a mathematical 
equation, but the current proposed CAFO in Waushara County (Pine Breeze) is only 
having 3360 animal units to 3,584 acres where as Wysocki has 5300 cows and 8,000 
acres.  So adding another barn or two seems possible to me.   
  
Can you confirm this standard?  The DNR told a person on my committee that it is 
acceptable for 500 gallons of manure leakage to occur per acre, per day. 
  
Can you please direct me to the proper location to find the current and past violations that 
the Wysocki's Golden Sands Dairy has incurred since their birth of 2007?  I believe 
someone stated it would be Bob Rolan in Black River Falls? 
  
Finally, in case we need to contact you, will you be out of the office or on vacation 
between now and the Sept. 21 deadline? 
  
  
Thank You very much for your time! 
I do appreciate it! 
  

 
Concerned Citizen & Water Quality Committee 
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From:   
Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2012 6:02 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Subject: High Capacity Wells Proposed in Saratoga by Golden Sands Diary LLC 
 
Dear Mr. Anderson, 
  
I am a concerned resident of Rome, WI, where my wife and I own a 
lakefront home on Lake Arrowhead.  We have owned this property for 7 
years, and based our decision to purchase it on several factors, but mainly 
on the quality of the lake and of the quality of the surrounding lakes as 
well as the quality of the water from our private well.  This community is all 
about recreation, lakes and golf, and if the water quality were to suffer, the 
reduction in property values from such as project would be devastating, as 
would be the overall quality of life as people know it in this area!   The 
severe drought we've experienced this summer should serve as a 
reminder of what can occur when nature decides to shut off the flow of 
water, even for a few short weeks or months.  Lake Arrowhead is down 
approximately 18" currently, and this is without and "disruption" in the area 
water table. 
  
I read with fear about the proposed high capacity wells for the proposed 
Golden Sands dairy in nearby Saratoga.  I am in no way a geologist, but 
what I do understand is that the water table and the aquifers that we draw 
our water from can be severely changed, reduced and affected by the 
pressure put on this system by adding high capacity wells, that would 
draw unusually high amounts of water from these areas, and could affect 
an area several square miles away from such well placement.   
  
From what I have read, this proposed site is classified as as CAFO 
operation, needing DNR approval to operate.  I also understand that the 
DNR is preparing an EIS which will evaluate the impact of this project on 
local communities.  I would hope that this information will be evaluated 
fairly and factually, as the impact of a poor approach or to falsification of 
the facts would affect far more than the proceeds from the proposed farm; 
it would affect thousands of people, their livelihoods and their life-long 
savings spent on recreational housing.   
  
I am certainly not opposed to a good business, backed by a good 
business plan.  However, a good business has to be a champion for its 
neighbors, and needs to champion not only the best interests of its own 
business, but of its neighbors as well.  This proposed operation needs to 
undergo close scrutiny before any decisions can be made on whether or 
not they are granted permission to operate.  I would appreciate your 
comments on this issue, and to keep me informed as to the status of this 
proposed dairy. 
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Sincerely, 
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From:  
Sent: Thursday, September 06, 2012 4:09 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A ‐ DNR 
Subject: water levels Lake Arrowhead 
 
Mr. Anderson, 
 
We are property owners on Lake Arrowhead and are very concerned about the decreased water 
levels in our lake, not only this year but occassionally during other summers too.  We strongly 
urge you  to proceed very cautiously in authorizing the addition of wells in our area that may 
adversely affect our water levels and quality. The data is clear as to why this is necessary and 
doesn't bear repeating. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
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From:   
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2012 2:03 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Cc: Baumann, Dan G - DNR;  

 
Subject: Input for Golden Sands Dairy EIS 
 
Mr Anderson, 
 
Below is the content of a letter I sent to you regarding the proposed CAFO in 
Saratoga.  Included in the letter you will find the test data I referred to.  I would 
like this logged as a formal issue to be included in the Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

September 7, 2012 
  
Mr. Russ Anderson 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
DNR South Central Region 
3911 Fish Hatchery Road,  
Fitchburg, WI 53711 

RE:  EIS input for proposed Golden Sands Dairy 

Lakes Arrowhead, Camelot and Sherwood are manmade lakes, first developed in 
the late 60s when the dam on Deer Lodge Lake was expanded and the land was 
reconfigured to create Lake Sherwood.  Lakes Camelot, then Arrowhead 
followed.  The lakes are fed by Spring Branch Creek and 14 mile creek, initially 
feeding into Lake Camelot, then Sherwood, and then Arrowhead, finally 
emptying into Lake Petenwell through 14 mile creek. 

Water quality had initially been tested  annually on Camelot Lake near the upper 
Camelot Dam.  In about 2007, testing was increased to determine the source of 
algae and weed growth.  8 test sites were identified in Lake Camelot and tests 
have been conducted ever since, during each of the 5 months per year of the 
growing season.  Tests were coordinated by the TriLakes management district and 
Reesa Evans of Adams County Land and Water, and testing was performed by 
UW Stevens Point.  When test results began showing higher readings at the two 
water sources of Spring Branch and 14 mile creeks, tests were expanded further 
upstream to ditches along Highway D and other areas which feed into 14 mile and 
Spring Branch watersheds.  These higher readings were especially apparent in the 
early summer growing season where phosphorous readings at the two inputs to 
the lake were as much as 4 times higher than anywhere else in the lake.  The 
conclusion is that agriculture upstream is a contributor to declining water quality 
in Lakes Camelot, Sherwood, Arrowhead and eventually Petenwell.  Test results 
are attached. 
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With an already fragile lake water quality, and with already fluctuating lake water 
levels, the prospect of 47 wells drawing from the water table in the area of Spring 
Branch and 14 mile creek could spell disaster for our lakes.  Even today, without 
the 47 Hi Cap wells, we are experiencing a 12” or greater drop in our water level 
in upper Camelot as a result of drought.  How would those wells affect our lake’s 
recovery?  Dr George Kraft suggests we can expect a calculable drop in the water 
table resulting from these proposed wells.  Additionally, factual, historical data 
shows that our lakes are already being polluted by upstream sources.  Dr George 
Kraft also states that we can expect a higher nitrate load as a result of the 
proposed 6,000 + acre agricultural operation, not to mention pesticide and other 
residues.   

There are about 4,000 properties ringing Lakes Camelot, Sherwood and 
Arrowhead.  The Town of Rome’s economy was built upon these lakes and 
depends upon the health of these lakes to remain vibrant.  The Town of Rome 
provides approximately 26% of the tax revenue of Adams County.  A serious 
decline in Rome’s economy has a dramatic effect on Adams County.  There 
should be no question that the well being of the Town of Rome and its residents 
should be considered above the desires of a large scale farming operation.  Who 
gives a private enterprise the authority to usurp the water and environmental 
assets from the general public?   To quote from the DNR’s Public Trust Doctrine: 

“Wisconsin's Waters Belong to Everyone 

Wisconsin lakes and rivers are public resources, owned in common by all 
Wisconsin citizens under the state's Public Trust Doctrine. Based on the state 
constitution, this doctrine has been further defined by case law and statute. It 
declares that all navigable waters are "common highways and forever free", and 
held in trust by the Department of Natural Resources”.  Live up to the doctrine 
and protect these public resources. 

 
 

 
  
CC:  Dan Baumann 
        Town of Rome Supervisors 
        Gov. Scott Walker 
--  
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From:   
Sent: Saturday, September 08, 2012 3:45 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Subject: water 
 
Mr. Anderson, 
     I would like to take this opportunity to formally oppose to Golden sands dairy project. I can 
only see bad things happening to our water supply and our water clarity in the lakes.This would 
greatly deminish our property values and we just can't afford that! 
  
      Sincerely,  
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From:   
Sent: Sunday, September 09, 2012 9:18 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Subject: Golden Sands Dairy 
 

Dear Sirs, 
 
I am writing this to oppose the dairy that is to be put in near Lake Pettenwell.  I am 
worried about the water supply as well as what might be going into the lake.  
 
We have already been struggling with the algae problem and are working hard to remedy 
that.  
 
Please reconsider putting that dairy farm near us. 
 
Thanks you, 
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From:   
Sent: Saturday, September 08, 2012 2:26 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Subject: Golden Sands Dairy concerns to be included in EIS 
 

Russ, 
 
I have gathered several more questions/concerns from Saratoga residents to be 
included in the Golden Sands Dairy (GSD) EIS: 
 

 Water tests done recently at the Central  Sands Dairy in Armenia show nitrate 
levels more than double the level considered safe.  Since the soil is similar 
composition to Saratoga, isn’t it inevitable that the same thing will happen here 
as well if the CAFO is permitted? 

 Should our water become contaminated from the CAFO and its accompanying 
cropland requiring Saratoga residents to purchase water purifications systems 
or drilled wells, who is responsible for paying for these modifications/wells to 
bring our water back to the quality that it was before the CAFO and cropland 
was permitted? 

 How does the DNR intend on overseeing the guidelines imposed on emissions 
and waste should the dairy be approved, so as to not have the health, water and 
air issues that plague most existing CAFOs/cropland? 

 How many additional man‐hours (if any) does the DNR have budged to ensure 
the GSD does not have a negative impact on our natural resources?  Where is 
that additional money coming from? 

 How does the DNR plan on monitoring run‐off from GSD CAFO/cropland into the 
Seven Mile & Ten Mile Creeks? 

 Will  emissions be monitored?  If so, where and how often? 

 How many environmental CAFO violations have been issues state‐wide?  What 
is being done to prevent similar incidents from happening with GSD? 

 If area creeks are depleted, will any action be taken to restore them?  Is the DNR 
responsible for restoration? 

 Are there any direct conduits to water from the GSD CAFO or accompanying 
cropland? 

 Since groundwater is not always at the same depth, how can the DNR be sure 
that some areas of Saratoga will not be affected more than others that have test 
sites? 

 How many DNR staff will be monitoring the GSD project, and how often? 

 Ammonia, hydrogen sulfide and particulate emissions may not be under the 
DNR jurisdiction, but should be considered as a potential problem with the GSD 
project. 

 Is the CAFO on a site source aquifer or are there multiple aquifers? 

 Are land applications of waste containing active levels of pharmaceuticals 
regulated?  How often is the water/soil tested for pharmaceutical 
contamination? 

 Is it possible for the DNR to require monitoring be completed by a neutral third‐
party auditor rather than self‐monitoring by the dairy? 
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 The DNR allowed Rosendale CAFO to dig less than 10% of required test pits to 
monitor for shallow groundwater.  How many test wells will GSD be required to 
dig?  Will they be from many areas encompassing the entirety of the land 
owned by Wysocki for the GSD/cropland? 

 Industrial sources omitting more than 25 tons per year are regulated…does the 
same apply to the CAFO? 

 Rosendale CAFO wants to reduce frequency of groundwater monitoring if it has 
no violations after 2 years.  Isn’t this unacceptable?  Will this type of lax 
monitoring be allowed in Saratoga? 

 Although town growth is not under the jurisdiction of the DNR, the following 
should be considered before permitting the GSD:  loss of existing businesses 
that require clean groundwater (such as bars/restaurants/etc.) and recreational 
businesses that rely on forestland, clean streams and clean air; future growth 
would be inhibited due to polluted water and air; one company will own over ¼ 
of the Town of Saratoga’s land. 

 Will all of the agricultural cropland and all its high capacity wells to the east of 
County Trunk U (Portage County) be considered cumulatively along with the 
areas cranberry marshes and the GSD on the water withdrawal and effect on 
the groundwater level and aquifer level? 

 We respectfully ask that the DNR look at the material being collected/compiled 
by Saratoga residents regarding the GSD.  Many of us have spent considerable 
time to provide facts on impacts of CAFOs and why a CAFO and 49 high capacity 
wells should not be located in the highly residential area of Saratoga.  We 
implore you to provide us with detailed information on how these impacts 
would be handled by the DNR should GSD be permitted. 

 
Thank you. 
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Dear Gretchen, 

As per our telephone conversation, I am sending this written request that Wysocki Family 
Farms be required to alter their WPDES permit application and remove any and all 
references to catastrophic mortality pits, or animals buried on site. And that Wysocki 
Family Farms be specifically prohibited from storing, burning, and/or burying diseased 
dead animals or their ashes on the CAFO site, or in their agricultural fields. 

As we discussed, this project is sited in the center of a rural residential community
Saratoga, and adjacent to a residential recreational community-the Town of Rome. The 
threat to the health and safety of over 10,000 people is simply too great to compromise in 
any way. Burial of even one or two diseased animals in our sandy soil, so close to our 
water table, is an unacceptable risk we dare not allow Wysocki Family Farms to take. 

This area is home to over 2,000 children, and innumerable retired senior citizens who 
could be put at a greater risk, should a mistake ever occur. 

I have discussed this matter with UWEX, and have been told that, at all times, 10 to 40 
cows could be under treatment for all sorts of communicable diseases. And that every 
CAFO has dead cows. That is not a point we wish to dispute. But it is an issue that 
needs to be addressed, since Mr. Wysocki has chosen to place his facility in the midst of 
PEOPLE. 

I sincerely request that the DNR require Wysocki Family Farms make other, offsite, 
arrangements (in writing) to dispose of diseased dead animals. 

Thank you for your consideration of this serious matter. 

 
 

RECEIVED 

SEP 'i 0 2012 

WT/3 • WV/3 • OGL/3 
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From:   
Sent: Saturday, September 08, 2012 1:40 PM 
To: Baumann, Dan G - DNR 
Cc: Sen.Lassa - LEGIS; Rudig, Matthew - LEGIS 
Subject: Proposed CAFO for Saratoga 
 

Hello Dan 

My name is . I live at  in the 
Saratoga Township. 
I am a concerned resident of the township of Saratoga. I am one of many of the 
residents that is concerned with the water quantity and quality issues that we face 
with the current proposed CAFO  GOLDEN SANDS DAIRY, LLC.   
My well number is TC046 which was drilled on 10-20-2005. My sand point well 
went dry at that time and it had to be drilled deeper at the time by Haupt Well & 
Pump Co. I believe the sand point was at 14 feet when it went dry. This was at a 
time when we did not have the current cranberry farmers which now draws on our 
areas water supply. Adding another 49 Hi Cap wells near by adds to an already 
stressed water supply. I moved to this area assured that the water was better for 
my family. Now that is in danger with this proposed CAFO!! 
 I have many questions about the effects of the proposed operations. WHAT 
AMOUNTS OF POSSIBLE WATER, AIR AND LAND CONTAMINATION 
CREATE A RISK? WHAT LEVEL OF RISK IS ACCEPTABLE?!? Saratoga, 
Wood County and its neighbors need to be protected! 
  
Sincerely,  

       
 

163



Issues Identification Comment Form 

For the Proposed 

Golden Sands Dairy 

August 23, 2012 Meeting 

Public information gathering for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please 
clearly state the issue(s) you feel should be addressed by WI Department ofNatural 
Resources in the EIS: 

. ~r:: A~j:::;:tA:~~:tA~~t :t:(e: -t 
~b-AR &= ·:-~ ~ ~ -~ ) ,A.A.~&.<~ ~ J\g.8. b---C~ ~ f I~ 

I . 

Completion of this form and inclusion of personal information is voluntary. We will use your contact iriformation to seek 
clarification of your comments, if necessary. All comments subject to Wisconsin 's Open Records Law. 

N arne: __ __ _ 

Coo~ctfufurm~on: ~~~~~~~~~-
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 To: 
 
Mr. Russ Anderson 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
DNR South Central Region 
3911 Fish Hatchery Road,  
Fitchburg, WI 53711 
 
Mr. Dan Baumann 
Regional Water Leader West Central Region 
Wisconsin Dept. of Natural Resources 
PO Box 4001 
Eau Claire WI  54702-4001 
 
 
Subject:  Concerns about Saratoga’s Water Resource 
 
Introduction 
 
 The Wysocki organization, variously know as Ellis Industries Saratoga, LLC, 
Wysocki Produce Farm, Inc., Wysocki CAFO and Golden Sands Dairy CAFO 
(Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation) has proposed to locate an approximately 8,000 
acre combination dairy CAFO and irrigated produce farm in Saratoga with a relatively 
small extension into western Portage County adjacent to County Trunk U.  
Approximately 6,400 acres will be cleared and irrigated. The area of Saratoga is 
approximately 32,778 acres of dry land and 1,152 acres of water along the Wisconsin 
River to the west.   Therefore, the proposed Wysocki operation will encompass almost 
one fourth of the total land area of Saratoga.  Currently this land is mostly industrial 
forest and is the habitat for a healthy population of wild turkeys, white tailed deer, 
partridge, coyotes, a few prairie chickens, and other species. 
 
  A good bit of this land is nearly adjacent to 10 Mile Creek on both sides of the 
creek. Ten Mile is a viable trout stream enjoyed by many anglers during the fishing 
season.  (A map is included later in this report).   The Wysocki organization has 
submitted ten applications for high capacity wells to the Wisconsin DNR for a total of 49 
wells.  Forty-seven of those wells are proposed to be located in the town of Saratoga.   Of 
those 47 wells, 45 would be capable of pumping 1000 gpm (gallons/minute) and 2 of 
them would be consigned to the dairy operation and would pump substantially less 
volume. 
 
 Needless to say a majority of the 5,000 plus residents of Saratoga, as well as our 
neighbors in the surrounding communities within this Central Sands watershed are quite 
concerned about this Wysocki proposal.   Currently the water supply and water quality 
available to Saratoga residences and surrounding communities represents some of the 
best water in Central Wisconsin.  In addition, many of the residents of this community 
enjoy the abundance of wild game and the rural atmosphere afforded by our largely 
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forested landscape.  That is why a number of us chose this area to live in the first place. 
 
 
Background 
 
 The aquifer in southeastern Wood County, commonly referred to as the Central 
Sands Plain, is the best aquifer in Wood County. This aquifer extends well into Portage 
County, Waushara, and Adams County as well  The sand and gravel deposits in this area 
of Wood County are approximately 40- to 100-feet thick.   Horizontal hydraulic 
conductivity of the sand and gravel deposits ranges from about 155 to about 280-feet/ 
day. 1  (Hydraulic conductivity is a scientific measure of the ease of water flow through a 
porous media.  Higher numbers indicate more rapid flow through the media.)  By 
contrast, the hydraulic conductivity of the northern part of Wood County ranges from 
0.02 to 2 feet/day. 1 The recharge rate (the rate at which an aquifer is recharged in 
inches/year from precipitation)  for the Central Sands area ranges from about 7 – 12 
inches/year.  By contrast the central and northern part of the county has a recharge rate of 
about 1 – 4 inches/year.   
 
 These are the hydrogeology factors that make this area particularly enticing to the 
proposed Wysocki operation.  The coarse sand in this area allows for high capacity 
irrigation pumps to pump water continually at a high rate and the aquifer holds a lot of 
water.  He who has the deepest well, within the sand and gravel layer, and the biggest 
pump will get the lion’s share of the water.  Those of us that have shallow sand points 
may well end up with nothing in a short period of time. 
 
 Of course there is a downside to this coarse sand soil in the Central Sands area.  
Loam topsoil ranges from non-existent to, maybe, 4 inches.  Puddles are a rarity after a 
rainstorm for most of us due to the porosity of the soil.   The sandy soil does not hold 
water well.  Most residents that have a yard and/or garden or small farm are forced to 
irrigate frequently if the rains are meager and they want to maintain their foliage. 
 
 It is expected that the Wysocki organization will also be irrigating frequently, 
probably continuously, during the growing season.  They will also be using a lot of 
fertilizer as this sandy, porous, soil does not hold fertilizer well either.  A certain 
percentage of that excess fertilizer will end up contaminating the aquifer that we all 
share.  Herbicides and pesticides that do not break down quickly will also be 
contaminating the aquifer. 
 
 After the original forests were harvested from Saratoga and surrounding areas, 
dairy farming was tried.  It was never really viable as this era predated the modern high 
capacity well and irrigation was impractical or impossible.   During the dust bowl years 
of the 1930’s many farmers sold out to the paper companies, sometimes for as little as 
$1.00/acre.   The paper companies such as Nekoosa Edwards Paper Company were quite 
progressive for the times and started planting sustainable red pine plantations to feed the 
paper mills.  The Central Sands area turned out to be ideal for plantation pine forests. 
Unfortunately with the downsizing and general decline of the paper industry, the 
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forestlands were largely sold off to companies such as Plum Creek and now these lands 
are being sold off again. 
 
 South-western Portage County, also part of the Central Sand Plain, has had a high 
concentration of high capacity irrigation, municipal, and industrial wells starting in about 
1960 and increasing to the current time period.3    The Little Plover River, which at an 
early time was a highly rated trout stream, has undergone a continuous degradation 
during this time period.  At times in recent years the Little Plover has been completely 
dried up in stretches.  Clancy, Kraft, and Mechenich completed an exhaustive scientific 
study of the slow demise of the Little Plover and concluded that: 3 
 

Specifically answering the question, “Is it drought or groundwater pumping 
causing the recent extreme Little Plover low flow conditions?” all indicators 
show that pumping is the far larger cause.   
 

 In a subsequent and even more exhaustive study on the water resources of the 
Central Sands Plain, Kraft and Mechenich have concluded that among other things: 4 
 

The amount of missing water only explainable by pumping 
amounts to several feet in some lakes high in the groundwater flow system 
where high capacity wells are prevalent.  Far from high densities of high 
capacity wells and lower in the groundwater flow system the impacts are 
muted.  Impacts on streams may reach half of their average baseflow in 
headwater locations. 
 

 It is easy to see that 10 Mile Creek, 7 Mile Creek, and probably to a lesser extent, 
14 Mile Creek will be adversely affected by the 49 high capacity wells if the Wysocki 
project is allowed to proceed.  10 Mile Creek, which will be blanketed with high capacity 
wells on both sides, is the most vulnerable. 
 
 
Analysis 
 
 As mentioned in the Introduction, the Wysocki organization is planning on 
purchasing a reported 8,000-forested acres in Saratoga, clearing most of the forest and 
replacing it with 6,400 acres of irrigated cropland in conjunction with a large CAFO. 
 The Wysocki organization has filed 10 high capacity well applications with the 
Wisconsin DNR for a total of 49 high capacity wells, two of which will be located just 
east of County Trunk U in Portage County.  The remaining 47 wells will be located in 
Saratoga.  According to the applications, 47 of these wells will draw on average 720,000 
gallons/day for 7 months of the year.  Two wells will be devoted to the CAFO dairy and 
draw considerably less water, 137,000 and 144,000 gallons/day for 12 months/year.  The 
average yearly consumption of water is calculated to be 7,344,325,000 gallons. 
 
   The average rainfall in southern Wood County is approximately 31 inches and the high 
end of the recharge rate (the amount of water that actually returns to the water table) is 12 
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inches/year1.  What this translates to is that the 8,000 acres that Wysocki plans on 
purchasing will return 2,606,811,429 net gallons/year to the water table or reservoir.  So 
they are only "supplying" 35% of their water needs.  The rest of the water, a total of 
4,737,53,571 gallons/year will come from the rest of us in the watershed.  
 

 The Excel spreadsheet supporting this analysis follows.  All the well data are 
from Wysocki’s 10 applications to the Wisconsin DNR. 
 
   As mentioned in the introduction there are approximately 32,778 acres in Saratoga so 
the Wysocki organization will end up owning and irrigating about 1/4 of the total land 
area of Saratoga.  There are approximately 5,102 people in the town and approximately 
2,011 households.  Almost everyone has their own well and many of them, such as mine, 
are shallow well sand points. We will all have water problems in the not too distant 
future.   In addition the 7 Mile, 10 Mile, and 14 Mile creeks will be adversely affected if 
this enterprise is allowed to proceed. 
 
   Why should we, the residents of Saratoga and neighboring communities in the 
watershed, be forced to subsidize the Wysocki CAFO with our water, a precious resource 
that we all treasure? 
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 At our request the Wood County Planning & Zoning Office prepared a map with 
some assistance from the U.S. Geological Survey – Wisconsin Water Science Center.  

f 
WATER USE CALCULATION S 
Wysocki CAFO in Saratog a , WI, W ood County w ith two wells in Por ta ge Co unty 

49 Number of Wells Applied for 

Application 1 

Application 2 

AQ_plication 3 

AQ_plication 4 

App lic~tion 5 

App lication 6 

~plication 7 

_6gplication 8 

Application 9 
Application 10 

10 Applications for the 49 Wells 

Well Number Maxim um Flow Rate, gpm Average Flow Ra te, Ga llons/day 
PC1 1,000 720,000 
PC2 1,000 720,000 
PC3 1,000 720,000 
PC5 1,000 _llQ,OOO 
PC6 1,000 _llQ,OOO 
PC7 1,000 _llQ,OOO 

PC4,12 1,000 ~000 

PCB 1,000 ~000 

PC15 1,000 720,000 
PC16,22 1,000 720,000 

PC21 1,000 720,000 
PC38 1,000 720,000 

PC9,13 1,000 720,000 
PC10 1,000 720,000 

PC17,1 8 1,000 720,000 
PC23 1,000 720,000 

PC11,19,20 1,000 720,000 
PC24 1,000 720,000 
PC25 1,000 720,000 
PC26 1,000 720,000 
PC33 1,000 720,000 

PC34,35 1,000 720,000 
PC37 1,000 720,000 
PC55 1,000 720,000 
PC5 6 1,000 720,000 

PC41,44 1,000 720,000 
PC42,45 1,000 720,000 

PC27 1,000 720,000 
PC28 1,000 720,000 
PC30 1,000 720,000 
PC31 1,000 720,000 
PC46 1,000 720,000 
PC48 1,000 720,000 
PC5 1 1,000 720,000 
PC53 1,000 720,000 
PC54 1,000 720,000 

PC58,64 1,000 720,000 
PC5 9 1,0 00 720,000 
PC67 1,000 720,000 
PC68 1,000 720,000 

PC69,70 1,000 720,000 
PC55 1,000 720,000 
PC5 6 1,000 _llQ,OOO 
PC60 1,000 _llQ,OOO 
PC61 1,000 _llQ,OOO 

01 275 _QLOOO 
PC31 200 _!±!,000 
PC72 1,000 720,000 
PC71 1,000 720,000 

1000 gallons/minute capacity/ well 
3 1 Average precipitat ion/year in this area, inches 

8000 Acres 
6400 Acres Cropland 

Max imum Flow Rate, Gallons/ Day 
1,4 40,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,4 40,000 
1,4 40,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,4 40,000 
1,4 40,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
1,440,000 
396,000 
288,000 

1,440,000 
1,440,000 

12 Maximum recharge rate for sout hern Wood County and Surrounds 

6.02173E+1 1 net cubic inches of wate rfyear falling on the 8000 a cres 
2 ,606,8 11,429 net gallonsfyea r fa lling on the 8000 acres 

Months/ yea r Used 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

12 
12 

Total Gallons/ yea r 

Average Gallons/ Year 
154,080, 000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154, 080,000 
154, 080, 000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154, 080, 000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154, 080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080, 000 
154,080,000 
154,080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154,080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154, 080, 000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154,080,000 
154, 080, 000 
50,005,000 
52,560,000 

154, 080,000 
154, 080, 000 

7 , 3441325,000 

3 5 Percentage of water the Golden Sands Dairy would be receiving on its SOOO acre s due to precipitation vs estimated usage of water 

Anot her way of looking at it: 

4 ,737,513 ,571 number of ga llons per y e ar tha t we, the neighbors of the proposed Wisock i CAFO w ould be contributing t o the Wysocki CAFO 
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This map is included below.  It is quite clear from this map that: 
 

• The Wysocki CAFO project would deprive 10 Mile Creek of a significant amount 
of the ground water needed to maintain the current flow rate and likewise, but to a 
lesser extent. 7 Mile Creek.  Although further away, the Rome Lakes Region, 
including 14 Mile Creek and its tributaries may be affected.  Spring Branch may 
be particularly vulnerable. 
 

• As can be seen from the map, there is already a high concentration of high 
capacity wells in southwestern Portage County.  These wells are draining the 
same Central Sands aquifer that the proposed Wysocki CAFO will affect.  A 
number of these wells in Portage County are owned by the Wysocki organization. 

 
 

• Anyone who lives in Saratoga and nearby surrounding communities and has a 
private well, especially a shallow well, has the potential to be adversely affected 
by the great quantity of water that the Wysocki operation will be pumping from 
our shared aquifer. 
 

While the authors of this report do not pretend to have a sophisticated mathematical 
model predictive of exactly what will happen to the water table of Saratoga and the 
surrounding communities if the Wysocki operation is allowed to move forward, we stand 
by the data that we have presented as being factual and alarming to all who reside in this 
watershed. 
 
 The impacts of irrigated agriculture on both the quality and quantity of ground 
water are hardly a mystery in the Central Sands area.  The noted hydrologist, George 
Kraft and associates have studied and written extensively on the subject2.     
 

Sandy irrigated areas in humid regions with shallow ground 
water are particularly prone to agricultural ground water 
pollution.  Though irrigated agriculture in the United States has 
been historically common in the dry west, irrigation development 
increased eight-fold over the past 30 years in the humid north-
central region, mainly in sandy areas with easily tapped shallow 
water table aquifers. 
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Existing High Capacity Well data provided by U.S. Geological Survey- Wisconsin Water Scien<:e Center. 

There may be other wells not Identified. 
Search excludes low-capacity wells (property withdrawal rate Is <70 gpm), Which are typically potable uses (eg domestic supply wells). 

Ag'riculturat Irrigation 

Commercial 

Fpod Manufacwring 

Rectl!alion lrrigptjon 

Pub! k:/MIJ niclp a1 

/;;;;. Dairy Opemtions 

6 Agrlcultural lrrigation 

c:::J Wysocki CA"FO Project Boundary 

wt • 
~ 1 U l 

172



 
 
 

 
 

8 

Conclusions, Concerns, and Contingencies 
 
     Residents of the 7, 10 and 14 Mile Creek watersheds have accumulated data 
supporting our concerns of the Wysocki proposal to build a concentrated animal feeding 
operation and associated irrigated cropland in the Town of Saratoga.  We are concerned 
and well aware of the long-term effects of high capacity well irrigation and 
contamination, as well as the drawdown of the ground water affecting our families’ 
health and our posterity. We would like to express that we are not against the traditional 
Wisconsin family farm or farmer: it is the large scale businesses that exploit our natural 
resources and drive out the small farmer that are the problem.  
      We as the group that studied the effects of ground water quantity have read and 
understand the two documents published by the UW Extension entitled “Knowledge 
Development for Groundwater Withdrawal-Management Around the Little Plover River-
Portage County Wisconsin” and “ Groundwater Pumping effects on Groundwater Levels, 
Lake levels and Stream flows in the Wisconsin Central Sands” and are concerned with 
the detrimental effects of high capacity wells proposed by the Ellis Industries Saratoga, 
LLC. Enclosed are the study results. This information is public knowledge obtained from 
many sources including the Internet. The following are points that must be considered. 
 
 Formulas for the high capacity wells output conversion to stream flows. (See 

Appendix 1) 
 

 The DNR has regulated, stocked, purchased property for public access to the 7 and 10 
Mile trout streams and published regulations to the public for the preservation of 
these category 1,2 and 5 streams. (See Appendix 2) 

 
 
 Comparisons of high capacity well areas to non-irrigated areas and their affect on 

stream flows during irrigation seasons. (See Appendix 3) 
 

 We respectfully demand that the DNR include the existing 40 high capacity wells on 
the watershed be recognized in the environmental impact study noting that the 
Wysocki family already owns 21 of these wells and also noting that the DNR has no 
authority to regulate cranberry marsh wells. (See Appendix 4) 

 
 
 We understand that the southeastern Wood County depth to water average is 

primarily less than 20 ft. (see Appendix 5) 
 
  Recent Wisconsin Supreme Court decisions warrant increased consideration to high 

capacity well permitting. (See Appendix 6) 
 
 
 We respectfully request that the Wisconsin DNR resume stocking of trout in the 10 

Mile Creek to ensure the future heritage of the Wisconsin sportsman. (See Appendix 
7). 
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 Appendix 8 illustrates the flow variability that 10 Mile Creek is already experiencing.  
Some of that variability is due to agricultural practices already in place. 

 
 Appendix 9 is a graph of recent flow rates of 10 Mile Creek and calculations that 

indicate the severity of the impact on the flow rate if the Wysocki project is 
permitted. 

 
 Appendix 10 is a copy of Chapter NR 820 GROUNDWATER QUANTITY 

PROTECTION.   
 
 
 
Contingencies  
 
  In the event that the proposed HCW’s or any part thereof are approved by the 

Wisconsin DNR, we respectfully demand that a well head protection plan, including 
agreed upon test wells, be developed to monitor groundwater levels, nitrate levels etc.  
Local paper mills already are required to meet this condition. 
 

  We demand that a contingency plan be developed in the event of DNR approval of 
the proposed HCW’s including an escrow account funded by the Wysocki operation 
to compensate residents of Saratoga to cover the costs of (including, but not limited 
to) recovering water from dried up wells, providing drinking water to residents with 
nitrate levels in excess of 10 PPM and cover any costs associated with digging new 
wells or lowering of residents existing pumps. 

 
 
 The above-mentioned escrow would also be funded to include losses associated with 

damage to forest property due to the lower water table and permeability of the soil. A 
number of Saratoga residents have red pine plantations as well as Christmas tree 
plantations that are susceptible to a lower water table.  

 
 
 

LITERATURE CITED 
 

1. Batten, W.G., Hydrogeology of Wood County, Wisconsin, United States 
Department of the Interior Geological Survey, Information Circular 60 (1989) 

2. Kraft, G.J., Stites, W., and Mechenich, D.J., Impacts of Irrigated Vegetable 
Agriculture on a Humid North-Central U.S. Sand Plain Aquifer, GROUND 
WATER, Vol. 37, No. 4, (July-August 1999) 

3. Clancy, Katherine, Kraft, George J., and Mechenich, David J., “Knowledge 
Development for Groundwater Withdrawal Management around the Little Plover 
River, Portage County Wisconsin.” A Report to the Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources in Completion of Project: NMG000000253, (January 14, 2009) 

4. Kraft, George J. and Mechenich, David J., “Groundwater Pumping Effects on 

174



 
 
 

 
 

10 

Groundwater Levels, Lake Levels, and Streamflows in the Wisconsin Central 
Sands.” A Report to the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources in 
Completion of Project: NMI000000247, (March 15, 2010) 
 

 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted by 
 
 

 
 
 Water Resources Committee, Town of Saratoga, 
 And the Committee Members 
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Appendix 1 

 
 
 
 
 

National Water Information System: Web Interface 

USGS Home 
Contact USGS 
Search USGS 

Data Category: Geograrhlr ArEta: 

Current Conditions Wisconsin 

News - updated July 201 2 fr:J 

USGS 05401050 TENMILE CREEK NEAR NEKOOSA, WI 
PROVISIONAL DATA SUBJECT TO REVISION 

Available data for this s ite Tlme-s~ies : CurrenvH1stoncal Observati~ll~-- ~ 

LOCATION.--Lat 44°15'44", long 89°48'38", in NE 1/4 sec.32, T.21 N., R.6 E., Wood County, 
Hydrolog ic Unit 07070003, on left bank upstream from bridge on State Highway 13, 5.8 mi 
southeast of Nekoosa. 

DRAINAGE AREA.--73 .3 square miles. 

PERIOD OF RECORD.--Occasionallow-flow measurements, water years 1962-63. October 
1963 to September 1979, October 1987 to September 1994, February 1998 to current year. 

REVISED RECORDS.--WDR Wl-77-1: Drainage area . 

GAGE.--Water-stage recorder. Datum of gage is 967.33 ft above sea level at NAVD of 1988. 
Prior to May 13, 1964, and June 2, 1988 to May 2, 1989, non-recording gage at present site 
and datum. 

REMARKS.--Approx imately 40 mi of drainage ditches and 22 check dams are used to contro l 
t he water table in the basin. Sprin kler irrigation from ground-water sources affects natura l 
flow of creek. 

Operated in Cooperation With: 

Wisconsin Department of Nat ural Resources 

Boating safetv tips 
This stat ion managed · by the USGS Wisconsin Water Science Center - Middleton WI. 

Available Parameters Available Period Output format Days ( 7)_ 

C All 2 Available Parameters for this site ~; Graph 
- -- - ~ 

E 00060 Discharge 2007-10-01 2012-08-03 ~- Graph w/ stats -- or -- ,I~ 
0 00065 Gage height 2012-04-05 2012-08-03 - Graph w/o stats Begin date 

-: Table 2012·-07-27 

·- Tab-separated End date 
2012-08.{)3 

http ://watcrdata usgs. gov/wi/nwi.s/uv? site_ no=0540 I 050 8/3/201? 
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Summarv of all available data for this site 
Instantaneous-dat~ availability statement 

Discharge, cubic feet per second 

Most recent instantaneous value: 29 08-03-2012 12:30 CDT 

-g 
! 58 
0 

1 
... 48 
D 

~ 
(,) 

•-t 

USGS 954l1858 TEIIHRE CREEK IIEAR NEKOOSA, 10: 

~ 38 n.-LJLl"'...::DirniiC::::.:::L:JIMIIr.:::.=Cl.M=:.:::...::::==.;;; 

.Jul 
27 

2812 

Jul 
28 

2812 

Jul 
29 

2812 

Jul 
38 

2812 

Jul 
31 

2812 

Aur 
81 

2812 

Aur 
82 

2812 

---- Provisional Data Subject to Revision ----

Hedian daily statistic (37 years) - Discharge 

Rue 
83 

2812 

Create presentation-quality I stand-alone graph. Subscribe to • WaterAiert 

Share this graph I 

Daily discharge, cubic feet per second-- statistics for Aug 3 
based on 37 years of record more 

Most Recent 25th 

IMedianiiMeanl 
75th 

Min Instantaneous percen- percen- Max 
(1964) Value Aug 3 tile tile (1993) 

I 19 I 29 I 34 II 45 I[]QJI 67 II 104 

Gage height, feet 

Most recent instantaneous value: 4.43 08-03-2012 12:30 CDT 

http:/ /waterdata. usgs. gov /wi/nwis/uv? site_ no=0540 1050 

I 

8/3/2012 
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1 Cubic ft/second = 4448.8 Gallons/minute (gpm) 
 

- -~-- ---- -------------- ~-- ---- ....... • _,. .._ ...,_...., ....... ..-......._ ,_,_.,_...&...&....~..- _......_~~ ... ....._ ..t. ,~,_ .L..L'- ..t. "'.&....J..L....._"--"''-'l.J.l. .a.., ••• ..L &.&.EJ"" _, VJ.. J 

... 4.58 
ID 
ID ... 

USGS 85481858 TEI8{[LE CREEK NEAR NEKOOSA, AI 

~ .... ~~~~··~~·········.·;~~········~·-~~~~-· :····························································~··················· 

f. 
·; 4.48 
.c 
ID 
:4.35 

1.11 

Jul 
27 

2812 

Jul 
28 

2812 

.Jul 
29 

2812 

Jul 
38 

:2812 

Jul 
31 

2812 

Rug 
81 

2812 

Rug 
82 

2812 

---- Provisional Data Subject to Revision ----

Aug 
83 

2812 

Create presentation-quality I stand-alone graph. Subscribe to • WaterAiert 

Share this graph I 

Questions about sites/data? 
Feedback on this web site 
Automated retrievals 
Help 

Data Tips 
Explanation of terms 

Subscribe for system changes 
News 

Accessibility Plug-Ins FOIA Privacy Policies and Notices 

U.S. Department of the Interior 1 u.s. Geological Survey 
Title: USGS Current Conditions for Wisconsin 
URL: http://waterdata.usgs.gov/wi/nwis/uv? 

Page Contact Information: Wisconsin Water Data Support Team 
Page Last Modified: 2012-08-03 15:58:47 EDT 
1.03 0.89 vaww01 

http://waterdata.usgs.gov/wi/nwis/uv?site _ no=0540 1050 8/3/2012 
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Appendix 2 

 
 
 

V".'AUPACA (lOMOHHOW) HIVEH- Ri•.1cr Road upstream to Durant Rood 
in Portage Courty-Catcgori' 5 

Geur Ku~t r r,;liun: unty artificial lures mny be used 
Daily Bag Lrmit: 1 !·out 
I P.ngth I imit: brank trout rtnd rainbow f (Out 12 ", brown trout 18' 

WAJPI\CA (TOMORROW) RIVER-All excepl po' tion listed aoove
Catego•y 2 

WAUSHARA 
/1LL WATERS NOT I ISTrf}-Oltegoc;2 
JOHNS L'\KE Cotegoc; 2 

Open Season: May 5 at 5. 00 a.m. to Mo.rch :J, 201:J 
G il A ERT LAKE-Oltegory 2 

Ooen Season· May 5 at 5:00 a.m to March:\, 201:-l 
LONG LAKE iTOV'/N OF SAXEVILLE)--Category 2 

Open Season: May 5 a15: 00 a.m. to March 3, 2013 
MFCAN RIVrR AND SPRINGS-Olte~or•/3 
PEARL LAKE Category 2 

Ope11 Season: May 5 at 5 : 00 a.rn. to March :J, 2013 
PINE LAKI:- Category 2 
Open Season: May 5 at 5:00a.m. to March 3, 2013 
PINE RIVER (LOWER)-Oownstrcarn from Wild Rose millpond

Categor/ 3 
PINE RIVER (UPPER)-Upslrcam from Wil d Rose mil lpond 

Categorv ? 

SPRING L'\KE-Catcgo•y 2 
Open Season: May~ at 5:00a.m. to Mard13, 2013 

Protect Wisconsin's Trout Streams! 
Do your part to stop invasive species. 

Wisconsin's streams are unique and 
fragile resources. Before you leave any 
water, please ... 

Inspect all equipment 

• Remove all plants, mud, and 
debris 

• Drain all water from boots and 
equipment 

Never move live fish or bugs 

Consider replacing felt-soled boots 
with hard rubber 

Visit 

http://dnr.wi.gov 

for more information about invasive 
species threatening our rivers and 

streams 

A message brouglll to you ily tile Ri'ler Alliance of Wisconsin, 
Trou t Unlimited. and the Wisconsin DeparTment of Natural Resources. 
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WHITE RIVER POND (WEST BRANCH)- Gatcgory 2 
Open Season. May 5 at 5: 00a.m. to March 3. 2013 

WHITE niVEn {MA IN BnANCH)- Upstream from Lower White River 
millpond Category 5 

Gear I ' astrict ion: only artiticJal lures may b e used 
Daily Bag and Length Limit: 3 trout per day, on~J 1 brown trout over 15" 
l ength Limit: 12 

WHITE RIVER-C"tegory 3 
WHITE RIVER (WEST BRANCH)-C~tegory 2 

Open Season: May 5 at 5:00a.m. to Sept. 30 

WILD ROSE MILL POND--Category 2 
Open Season: May 5 at 5 : 00a.m. to March 3 , 2013 

WILLOW CRECK-Downstream from B lackhawk Ro., d- Catogory 3 

WINNEBAGO 
ALL WATERS-Category 2 

WOOD 
ALL WATERS NOT LISTED Gategory 2 
TEN MILE CREEK----Up~tream ror Rangelrne Road-Category 2 
TCN MILL CRECK-Downstream fmm Rangeline Road-category 5 

Gear Restrict ion: only a rt ificial lures may be u sed 

Oarly Bag Limit: 1 trout 
Length Limit: 15" 

Public or Private? 
How Do I Know If I'm Trespassing? 

Navigability determines whether a walerway 1S publll: m 
private. Navigable lakes and streams a re public waterways. 
II waterway is navigable if it has a bed and banks and his 
possible to float a canoe or other small craH at sometime 
of tne year--€ven if only during spring floods. 
llecause they are public, you may use navigable waters lor 
fish ng, boa ting, sw imm ing nr othe r recreational activit es. 
provided public access is available, or you have permis
sion of the land owner to cross their property to reach the 
walerway. Once on a navigable waterway, AS LONG AS 
YOU KEEP YOUR FEET WET, vou MAY WALK ALONG 
THE BED OF THE STREAM , FISH, SWIM, OR BOAT IN 
ANY NAVIGAB~ I:: LAKE OR STREAM. 

Is Your Favorite St ream in Jeopardy? 
Any physical altering of a st ream requires specific permits and 
should be carefully supervised. 

Dredging, dam bui ldin g, fil ling, pond building, irrigating, stream 
channelization and straightening are all carefully controlled activi
ties. If you see any suspicious ac t ivities in Wisconsin's streams, 
please notify your local DNR office. If you are a land owner, 
please get the proper Information before altering any stream. 

Report Hunting and Fishing Violations 

Caii1·800·TIP·WDNR (847-9367) 

Toll Free Statewide • 24 hour • Confidentia l 

General information call: 

toll free 1-888-WDNRINFO (1-888-936-7463) or 

608~266- 1 877 or local DNR office 
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Appendix 3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recent data from UWSP's Watershed Center show water levels in streams in irrigated areas in the Central Sands are in rapid 
states of decline. Not so with streams and lakes outside of areas of concentrated irrigation. 

Water Levels Tank in Irrigated Areas in 2012 

Recent streamflow and water level measurements in the irrigated area of the central sands sho'Y alarming declines, according 
to a USGS gauge and measurements taken by the Center for Watershed Science and Education. Streamflow declines in 
irrigated areas since the beginning of the growing season were often 60-100% (1000/o means drying). Largest declines were 
in the Roche a Cri, Little Roche a Cri systems, and Carter Creek systems (Adams and Waushara Counties), Buena Vista 
Creek (Wood and Portage Counties), and the Little Plover River (Portage County). 

The Little Plover River may be headed to another dry-up, as streamflows are now down only 1.5 cubic feet per second at 
Eisenhower Road, well below the [WINDOWS-1252?]"healthy [WINDOWS-1252?]flow" level of 4.0 cfs. 

By comparison, comparable streams outside the irrigated area are doing well. Emmons Creek (Wauapca County), Lawrence 
Creek, the White River (Waushara County), and Spring Creek (Portage County) have declined only a small amount, 0 to 
200/o. 

Water levels at the USGS Hancock monitoring well, located in a heavily irrigated area, has been declining about an inch 
every two days. This is a six times faster than what would occur under natural, non-pumping conditions. 

Attached is a flow survey comparing late May and late July streamflows at select locations. 
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Baseflow stream discharges 

May 22 and July 26 2012 

Color code 

. 25% or less reduction Green. . 
Yellow: 26-SO% reduction 

Red: 51-75% reduction 

Black: 76-100% reduction 
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COUNTY HI CAP WUWN OWNER DIR TWP RNG 
Wood 68737 UC065 PIRCO INC 4 21 6 
Wood 69817 US602 WISCONSIN RIVER CRANBERRY CO 4 21 5 
Wood 69818 UY112 WISCONSIN RIVER CRANBERRY CO 4 21 5 
Wood 69819 US603 WISCONSIN RIVER CRANBERRY CO 4 21 5 
Adams 67559 TB492 4 20 6 
Adams 767 DN585 MORTENSON BROTHERS FARM INC 4 20 6 
Portage 1536  4 21 7 
Portage 495 DN513 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 24163 BD185 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 24007 B0048 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 24006 BD047 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 71653 WQS93 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 24322 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 24251 BD270 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 23832 BC886 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 24255 BD274 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 23831 BC885 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 2830 MY642 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 69789 UY113 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 623 DN592 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 4 21 7 
Portage 23901 BC950 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 4 21 7 
Portage 3402 OC577 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 4 21 7 
Portage 1871 FL925 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 4 21 7 
Portage 23899 BC948 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 4 21 7 
Portage 2342 ME920 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 4 21 7 
Portage 4218 RT824  4 21 7 
Portage 619 DN544 4 21 7 
Portage 2806 OT683  4 21 7 
Portage 403 EK087 M.S. & S. ENTERPRISES 4 21 7 
Portage 2959  4 21 7 
Portage 1825 LT632  4 21 7 
Portage 1538 ll676  4 21 7 
Portage 67738 RB786  4 21 7 
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COUNTY HI CAP WUWN OWNER 

Wood 68737 UC065 PIRCO INC 

Wood 69817 US602 WISCONSIN RIVER CRANBERRY CO 
Wood 69818 UY112 WISCONSIN RIVER CRANBERRY CO 

Wood 69819 US603 WISCONSIN RIVER CRANBERRY CO 

Adams 67559 TB492  
Adams 767 DN585 MORTENSON BROTHERS FARM INC 
Portage 1536  

Portage 495 DN513 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Portage 24163 BD185 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Portage 24007 BD048 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Portage 24006 BD047 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Portage 71653 WQ593 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Portage 24322 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Portage 24251 BD270 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Portage 23832 BC886 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Portage 24255 BD274 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Portage 23831 BC885 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Portage 2830 MY642 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Portage 69789 UY113 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Portage 623 DN592 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Portage 23901 BC950 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 
Portage 3402 OC577 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 

Portage 1871 Fl925 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 

Portage 23899 BC948 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 
Portage 2342 ME920 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 
Portage 4218 RT824  

Portage 619 DN544  
Portage 2806 OT683  
Portage 403 EK087 M.S. & S. ENTERPRISES 
Portage 2959  
Portage 1825 LT632  
Portage 1538 Ll676  
Portage 67738 RB786  

Portage 23908 BC957 WYSOCKI FARMS INC 
Portage 24207 BD226 WYSOCKI PRODUCE FARMS INC 

Portage 23621 BC683 WYSOCKI PRODUCE FARMS INC 
Portage 23609 BC671 WYSOCKI PRODUCE FARMS INC 
Portage 24322 WYSOCKI PRODUCE FARMS INC 
Wood 38628 BE262 B&D FARMS 
Wood 68779 TY616  
Wood 38610 BE246 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Wood 2618 MY638 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Wood 68306 TB478 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Wood 38630 BE263 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Wood 38607 BE243 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Wood 71166 VC281 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
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Wood 38606 BE242 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Wood 38626 BE260 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Wood 38605 BE241 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Wood 38608 BE244 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Wood 2614 ME940 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Wood 38624 BE258 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Wood 1657 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Wood 70439 UY091 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 

Wood 38632 BE265 ELLIS INDUSTRIES LLC 
Wood 38627 BE261  
Wood 38636 C0521 HO CHUNK NATION 

Wood 38646 DN521 HO CHUNK NATION 
Wood 70932 OC527  
Wood 70933 UY121  
Wood 3439 RN354  
Wood 3823 Rl646  

Wood 70333 US645 WYSOCKI FARMS INC 
Wood 2994 N0895 WYSOCKI FARMS INC 
Wood 71139 VC271 WYSOCKI FARMS INC 
Wood 479 DS503 WYSOCKI FARMS INC 

Wood 68834 TY620 WYSOCKI FARMS INC 
Wood 3109 OC509 WYSOCKI FARMS INC 

Wood 38615 BE251 WYSOCKI FARMS INC 
Wood 67920 TY625 WYSOCKI FARMS INC 

Wood 38611 BE247 WYSOCKI PRODUCE FARMS INC 
Portage 412 DNS51 PATRYKUS FARMS INC 
Portage 24248 BD267 PATRYKUS FARMS INC 
Portage 802 FN804 16 WEST ERIE LLC 
Portage 801 16 WEST ERIE LLC 
Portage 68014 TB452 BULA LAND COMPANY 
Portage 3767 RF167 BULA LAND COMPANY 
Portage 2342 ME920 JOHN HANCOCK LIFE INSURANCE CO 
Portage 23781 BC836 MYRON SOIK & SONS INC 
Portage 3474 RB732 TMPC, LLC 
Wood 38620 BE255 WISCONSIN RIVER CRANBERRY CO 
Adams 1918 LW016 LAKE ARROWHEAD ASSOC 
Adams 282 BB562 LAKE ARROWHEAD ASSOC 
Wood 70397 HC118 NEKOOSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Wood 70398 NEKOOSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Wood 1666 KY291 NEKOOSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Wood 70062 KY292 NEKOOSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Wood 70063 KY293 NEKOOSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Wood 70064 KY294 NEKOOSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Wood 70065 KY295 NEKOOSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Adams 70358 UL597 BARNUM BAY CONDO ASSOC 
Adams 2891 OV251 ROME WATER UTILITY 
Adams 70100 SB752 ROME WATER UTILITY 
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~Lecting C'.JToundwater in Wisconsin through Comprehensive Planning - Wood County S... Page I OilS 

Wood County- Depth to Water Table 

.. ,.~ ... ,.,_ 

EXPLANATION 

Ot$Jlh tu W~ter T•bl• 

f)- 1n ft-el 

1n- )Ofeet 

Ill GrNii!'th.ln':,of~~?et 

w.w~~ 

Stre.J n 

l.ouutv b~n<! ... sy 

o S KILClh'f"fE~S 

fhis. resource char.~ctetistic m.lpYtas derived f1om generaliz~td st<~tewicle infotn1at10n at !>man scalts, ~nd cannot be used fOf an"¥ 
sitt-~peclnc. purpose~. 

NJp ~uttr. ~hntdt. R.~ .. '?ttl. GfQ\.InC!.T<dllef ( nnl(lml't .. IK'H• ,.,..<\(tptlbtlty ""'II .. md (>94 u..teon. WIVO/I'jlr. 0"1)""".,."' of Not~hJr..C lt~\.Clt.I"C''). 

WtY.oo~lti'S (,II)Und'o\·all'f Mif,fl.1gt"'tntm PtJ'l Rtpoll ~. I"U~l WR: '71 &;-, l7 p. 

It is Important to know where the water table is when trying to determine groundwater contamination 
susceptibility. The closer the water table is to the land surface, the less contact contaminants have with filtering 
materials overlying the water table. The depth to water table is dofficult to map on a statewode basis because it's 
almost as variable as the terrain. The informat ion used in this mapping project Identified where the water table 
was less than 20 feet, between 20 and 50 feet, and greater than 50 feet from the land surface. 
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Appendix 6 

 

The· Department of Natural Resources said Thursday it will reconsider a key permit for a large dairy farm 
proposed in Adams County after the agency received an analysis by a University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point 
hydrogeologist who concluded the farm is likely to reduce local water supplies. 

The DNR had made a preliminary determination that groundwater pumping by the 4,200-cow Richfield Dairy 
would not harm local conditions. 

And a spokesman for the company developing the farm also emphasized that the pumping of more than 50 
million gallons of water annually won't be more than the irrigation now used for potatoes on the same land. 

The· Richfield Dairy is being developed by Kaukauna-based Milk Source, which owns the state's largest dairy 
farm, Rosendale Dairy, in Fond du Lac County. It operates two other farms and a third is slated to open early 
next year. 

If Richfield Dairy is constructed~ Milk Source will own five dairy farms with about 26,500 cows, according to 
the company. In addition, it owns a separate 9,200-calf operation near De Pere. 

At Richfield Dairy, the company needs DNR permits for a high-capacity well and wastewater discharge, along 
with an environmental assessment of the project. Approvals on all three are pending, according to the DNR. 

The DNR said it is reconsidering the permit for the high-capadty well after George Kraft of UW-Stevens Point 
said the farm would harm local water bodies and draw down the aquifer. 

Kraft uses more sophisticated water modeling software than the state agency, the DNR acknowledged. 

The decision to revisit the issue comes after a Wisconsin Supreme Court case this year involving municipal 
wells near Lake Beulah in Walworth County. In that case, the court said the DNR has the duty to consider 
adverse impacts of wells if presented with scientific evidence. 

Three Democratic lawmakers said Kraft's work shows thatthe DNR is likely to "grossly understate" the 
impact of groundwater pumping and urged the agency to more closely scrutinize the environmental effect of 
the dairy farm. 

Eric Ebersberger, water use section chief of the DNR, said the agency will evaluate the research. Depending 
on the outcome, the DNR could put conditions on the farm or deny the permit altogether. 

Environmentalists and some residents Opposed Rosendale during its development, and the same has been 
true with Richfield. 

In the latest case, the Pleasant Lake Management District asked Kraft to study the effect of Richfield Dairy's 
water use on local groundwater and surface supplies. He was not paid for that work. 

The lake is about 3 miles from the two proposed wells that would draw up to 500 gallons a minute. 

Kraft has studied groundwater in the Central Sands region of Wisconsin for years and in a 2010 study he 
found that between 2000 and 2008, climate conditions alone could not account for depressed water levels 
and stream flows where many large wells are located. 

In his most recent analysis, Kraft said in a letter to the DNR he was taking into account the replacement of 
an existing well with two new wells. 

He concluded that the effect of the new dairy farm would increase the drawdown of the water table and 
divert water from several streams and Pleasant Lake. 

For example, Kraft said, portions of many streams closest to the wells would experience a 10% reduction or 
more in recharge from groundwater. 

Near Pleasant Lake, the well would draw down the aquifer by 11 o/o, thus affecting the lake levels. 

~ut Bill Harke, director of public affairs for Milk Source, said Richfield Dairy should not harm local 
~roundwater conditions. 

:n addition to the DNR's work, he said, two other studies supplied to the DNR by the company showed the 
1ew welts won't have an effect. 

-Iarke said the analysis by Kraft appeared to be little more than a letter to the DNR describing past research. 

-he DNR, he said, is obligated to review data submitted in such cases "and we encourage them to review it." 
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Appendix 7 

 
 
 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Fish Stocking Summary 

DNR Hatcheries, Ponds, and Coop Ponds 
2 

County Name Waterbody Name Local Waterbody Name Location (TRS) 
[WOOD} l [TENMILE CREEK] I [] I [] 

Stocked Local 
Year Waterbodlf Waterbody Location Species Strain (Stock} Age Class 

Name' Name 

TENMILE 21N-5E- BROWN 1972 CREEK DITCH# 10 34 TROUT UNSPECIFIED YEARLING 

1973 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN I UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1974 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1975 TENMILE 
DITCH# 10 

21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1976 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1977 TENMILE DITCH#10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1978 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1979 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 134 TROUT 

-rENMILE 21N-5E- BROWN 
'o 

1980 CREEK DITCH# 10 34 TROUT UNSPECIFIED YEARLING 

1981 I TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1982 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1983 TENMILE DITCH#10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1984 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT ' 

1985 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1986 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1987 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1988 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1989 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1991 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1992 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

11993 
TENMILE DITCH#10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 34 TROUT 

1994 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN UNSPECIFIED YEARLING CREEK 134 TROUT 

! 1996 TENMILE , 21N-5E- BROWN 
J;_.__, ,CREEK DITCH# 10 34 TROUT 

UNSPECIFIED . YEARLING 

l I 

Number 
Avg Fish I FiSil Length (IN} 1 Stocked l 

I 
5,000 8.oo 1 

5,000 9.oo I 
5,000 10.00 1 

5,000 

5,000 I 
5,000 

5,000 1 

I 
5.ooo 1 I 

5,000 

5,000 

5,ooo I 

··~~ 5,000 9.00 

5,000 10.00 

5,000 9.00 

15,000 9.00 

5,000 9.oo 1 

10,800 8.671 

5,000 8;;-l 
I 

5,005 8.00 

5,000 7.57 

1,000 7.00 1 , .. ,. .. ' 

j 3,000 7.20 

I I I 

ttp://quotrek.er.usgs.gov/apexlf?p=220: 1 :O::NO::P1_ COUNTY_ NAME,Pl_LOCAL _ WB... 8/5/2012 
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. WDNR Fish Stocking Summary Page 2 of2 

I 1997 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN WILDROSE YEARLING 3,625 8.20 CREEK 34 TROUT 

1998 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN WILDROSE YEARLING 2,988 7.95 
CREEK 34 TROUT 

1999 
TENMILE DITCH#10 21N-5E- BROWN WILDROSE YEARLING 5,565 7.50 
CREEK 34 TROUT 

I 2ooo 
TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN wtLDROSE YEARLING 5,004 8.20 CREEK 34 TROUT 

I 
TENMILE 21N-5E- BROWN 

7.731 I 2001 
CREEK DITCH#10 34 TROUT WILDROSE YEARLING 5,002 

2002 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN WILDROSE YEARLING 5,000 8.87 CREEK 34 TROUT 

2003 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN WilDROSE YEARLING 5,200 8.631 CREEK 34 TROUT 

2005 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E· BROWN WILDROSE LARGE 4,310 7.90 
CREEK 34 TROUT FINGERLING 

2005 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN WILDROSE YEARLING 3,582 9.80 CREEK 34 TROUT 

2007 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E· BROWN ST. CROIX YEARLING 3,500 7.40 
CREEK 34 TROUT 

2007 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN WILDROSE YEARLING 3,500 7.40 
CREEK 34 TROUT 

2008 TENMILE DITCH#10 21N-5E- BROWN ST. CROIX YEARLING 6,099 8.88 
CREEK 34 TROUT 

2009 TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN ST. CROIX YEARLING 3,400 9.10 
CREEK 34 TROUT 

2010 TENMILE DITCH#10 21N-5E- BROWN ST. CROIX YEARLING 3,300 9.20 
CREEK 34 TROUT 

j 2011 
TENMILE DITCH# 10 21N-5E- BROWN ST. CRqtX YEARLING 827 9.06 
CREEK 34 'tROUT 

·. 

( .. 

http://infotrek.er.usgs;gov/apb~f?r220:l:O::?;IO::Pl_COUNTY_NAME,Pl_LOCAL_ WB... 8/5/2012 
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Appendix 8 

 
 
This graph represents the flow rate of Ten Mile Creek.  Some of the fluctuation is due to 
agricultural activities.  The normal flow of the creek at the water gauge recording center 
located on State Highway 13 South averages 85 cubic feet per second. 
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Appendix 9 
 

 
 
 

During the time period of September first through September seventh of 2012 Ten 
Mile Creek held a steady flow rate of 21 cubic feet/second. 

 
Discounting the two high capacity wells devoted to the dairy, there will be 47 

nearby high capacity wells impacting the flow rate of Ten Mile Creek.  According to the 
10 Applications submitted by the Wysocki organization for these high capacity wells, the 
average pumping rate during the irrigation season will be 500 gallons/minute. 

 
So on average these 47 wells will draw 500 gpm x 47 wells = 23,500 GPM.  

23,500 gpm translates to 52.36 cubic feet of water/second. ( 1 CFS = 448.8 GPM). 
 
A study done by W. Stites, D.J. Mechenich, G.J. Kraft indicates that 

approximately 25 % of the draw from nearby high capacity wells will negatively impact 
the flow rate of a stream through lowered amounts in the ground water supply.  This 
means that the flow rate of 10 Mile Creek could easily be lowered from 21 cubic 
feet/second to 8 cubic feet/second.  This is hardly insignificant! 
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·-
23J DEPARTMEI'T OF NATURAL RESOURCES NR 820.12 

Chapter NR 820 

GROUJ\"DWATER QUANTITY PROTECTION 

S ubch:&pter 1- Ceneu l Provisions 
1'- I{ 820. I 0 Purpo3C. 
" I{ 820. 11 AppheabJlity. 
I'R 820.12 Defini tions. 
!'\ R 820. 13 Higl. t:<~pac ity wel ls annua l pr m,Ji ng repDrt~ 

S ubchapt t r II - Grou ndwDtcr Manugcmcnt A reas 
1--R 820.20 Groundwa termanagerne nt i'lrca ilc!l ,erAtlon 

Subchapter 1-General Provisions 

NR 820.10 Purpose. T he purpose ofthischapter is tO des
ignatc nrens of the ~tate, consistent with s. 28 i .34 (9) (a), Staib., 
in which impacts from groundwater drowdown and pumpage are 
such that regional planning and management is necessary to 
avoid, minimize and manage future impacts. This chapter also 
establishes review criteria applicable to high capacity well 
applications involving wells s in1ared ncar spring s, trnlll streams, 
outstanding rc3ourcc waters, and exceptional resources w.nte~, 
and involving groundwater withdrawals with high water loss. 

History: CI{(J6 Il l ; c r. Hegi~te r Au ~u5 1 l 00 7 NQ. 620, cff. 9- J- 2007. 

NR 820.11 Applicability. Th1s chapter apphes to all coun
ties, ci ties, towns, villages, utility di stricts under s. 66.0827 , 
Slats., that pm>ide water. public inland lake protection and reha
bil itation d istricts that have town sanitary district powers under s. 
33 .22 (3), Stats., j uint water authorities created under s. <>6.0~23 . 
Stats., and municipal water d i;tricts under s. 198.22, Stats. 111is 
chapter also applies tu persons who a1e owners of high capactty 
wells and high capacity well systems including persons that pru· 
pose to construct a high capacity well. 

Histor)': CR 06- 121: cr. Rt"J.: i&ter August 2007 No. 6 20, ~ IT. 9-J-200i. 

NR 820.12 Defin it ions . In this chapter: 
(1) "Approval" means an approval issued by the department 

under s. 2~ 1. 1 7 ( I) , 200 l Salts., s . 28 1.34 (2) or 281.'11, Stats., 
prior to construction of a high capacity well. 

(2) "Class ! trout stream" means a stream, portion of a stream 
or a farm droinage ditch with a prior >tr<am his tory that contains 
a self- sustaining populatiun uf trout and is classifi ed as such in 
Wisconsin Deparcment of Natural Resources publication 
Pl!B-FH- 806 2002, Wisconsin Trout Streams. Farm drainage 
ditches that support self-sustaining populatiuns of lruut but du nul 
have a prior stream history are not trout streams for pullloses of 
thi > chapter. 

Not e ; Copies o: thi& dcx::umenr may be obiainetl from the D~pilrtment of Natu ~al 
Resources, Bureau of Fisheries Mana:>.,JCment an-::! Habitat Protec t on, 101 S01..11b Web· 
ster Street. Natural Resources Bwlding, PO Box 7921, Madison, Wisconsin 
53701- 192 L 

(3) "(:lass 2 trout >tream" means a stream, portion of a stream 
or n fnm1 drainage ditch with a prior s;ream history that contains 
n population of trou: made up of one or more age groups. above 
the age one year, in surTtcient numbers to indicate substantial sur
vival from one year to the next, hut in which smcking is necessary 
to fully uti lize the available trout habitat or 10 sustain the f tsbery 
anc is classi fied as such in Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Rcsomccs publication PI JR- FH- !\06 2002, Wisconsin Trout 
Streams. Farm drainage ditches that meet these criteria but do not 
have a prior <tream h istory are not trout streams for purposes of 
this chapter. 

(4) " CI3 &> 3 rrour stream" means a stream or portion of a 
stream that has marginal trout habitat with no natural reproduction 
of trout occurring. requiring annual stocking of trout to provide 

Su bchap ter· Ill - E u\Jiroumt'nht l Re" it'w of Eligh C11p ad ty W ell A ppli cations 
NR 820.29 Revi-ew periods. 
NR 320.30 High capacity wells in groundw.uer protectior: areas . 
.'Hl. 820.31 High ccpDcity we lls nem spnngs. 
~ I I. H2 0. J2 l'roJCCb wi th high wa ter lo'l'l. 
"'R R7 0 l1 Pllh]i(:lJtil itywdho. 

trout fishing, and generally without carryover of trout from one 
year to the next and is classified as mch in Wisconsin Department 
ofl\ atuml Resources publication PUB- FH- 806 2002, Wisconsin 
Tro11t Streams. Farm drainage ditches that meet these criteria but 
cio not have a prior stream history are not trout streams for the pur· 
pose of this chapter. 

(5) "Consumptive use coefficient" has the meaning specified 
in s. NR 142.02 (4). 

"'Jotf': s. NR 142.0 2 ~4) cletine.'O " ronsumpti\ 'e use coetlicient." to mean .. ,._ c.on~ttln t 

nu·ncrical 'll!"ttSI!Te, a~ rletenn in erl uniier s h R 14 ?Jl4 (I ) to (4 ) wt-.ich i"i usd to 
J e ter •••iuc the ( umaunpt. ve tHe pott io n of a facility 's willtdraw al". 

(6) " Department" means the department of narural resources. 
(7) "80% exceedance flow" means the fluw in a stream that, 

based un statistical probability, wil l be exceeded 80% of the time 
on an annual basis. 

(8) " Groundwater management ar.a" means a multi- j urisdic
tional area induding towns, citic~, villagt::s and t.:ountit:s within 
which the level of the groundwater putentiometric surface in any 
of its underlying aquifers has been reduced by 150 feet or more 
from the level at which the potentiometric surface would be if no 
groundwater withdrawals had occurred . 

(9) "G roundwater protection area" has the meaning specified 
in s. 281.34 (1) (n), Stats . 

Not e: s. 28 1.3-1 ( !)(a). Stats .. defines ··grou ndwJte r protection area ·· to meon ·•an 
nrea withir. J .200 feet of any of the following: 

(a) An ountonding resou rce water iCcntifi::d under s. 2& I. I 5 thnt is not ;:. trout 
stream. 

(b) Au except icn 21l resoUice '"a tet identifaed nuder s 28 1.15 th<lt is not "' trout 
sln:a:n. 

(c ) A class I, cl~s 2 , or c:a % 3 lTOut strea m, o the r th:m 2. ci:J.s;; 1, class ::: , c-r class 
3 trout stream that is 3 farm drd nage dit::h •.v:th no prior :;tre;;m history as tdentified 
t:nder sub . (8) (a). 

(1 0} "High capacity prup<.rty" ha> the rneauiug specilieu in s. 
NR 812.07 (52). 

Nule: ~ - NR f. ' 2.07 ~~2) Jt-. !inc~ '·lli~h '-=~pa~,; ity pu.1pc1l)'" tu mo::2.u '"um: tHu~crt y 
on which a high capacity well ~,:ystem cxi~;ts c r is to be coru.'tructeC." 

(11) " High cnpnciry well '' ha> the meaning specified in s. 
28 U 4 ( I) (h), Stnts. 

Note: s 281.34 ( I) (b), Stats., dctlncs " high capecity wdl ' to mean ··a '"ell that, 
tq;:cther Wtth all other wells on the ~tunc prop·::rty, has a ct:pactty of more than 
100,000 ~allons pet day." 

(1 2) "High capacity well system" has the meaning specified 
ins. NR 8 12.07 (SJ). 

Nnte: s. NR R 12 0/ (J: :\) define" "h igh caracity wd \ sy ... ~e.n" t;~ tne.i1n ''one or more 
weJ s, dr iUho le;;;, o r mine shflfts m.ed or to be n~ed to wi thdr11wwat~r fc • auy pu rpose 
on one- propert) ·, i:~ th e tvta : !' limping en flow ing Ctlp 'lCity o f <~ II well:>:, dri llholes or 
m in;: sbtfls on um: propt:rly is / 0 or mm t: g.d \rnu: p-:r miuu lt: b<t~t:J on lht: pump c~,;.rvt: 
«.l lf.e lowe~ I sy~l~:rn pro:-s~ure se ll in~, or based vn tb~ flow r:,; te ." 

(13) "Local governmental unit" has the meaning specified in 
s. ;:~u4 ( l )(c), Stats. 

l'iot c: :>. 28 . . 34l . l (c), S lats .. define~ ''loc:tl govcmrncntal t:nit" to mctn n ''city. 
Ylllagc , town. co\.:.nty, town sanitary di 3tr:c t. ut1hty d1Stm:t under s. 66.0 ;;'.!7 tl1at pro
vuie!'l \\•atcr. pub he in land l~kc protcctloo and rchz.btlltahcn d tstn ct that ha-. town ~an
itary di~tri::t ;1ow:::rs und:::r s. 33.22 (3), joir.t local wa ter authority created m·.d~r s. 
(i,"i .0823 or nmLic ipill wc1ter di siL ct m1ck:r ."1. 198.22. 

(14) "One p1uperty" has the meaning •pecifieu in ' · NR 
812.07 (68). 
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Note: s. N R &1 2.07 (6~ ) defi nes ' 'one prop~tty'' to me.lr't "all contigu au:; land ;;on
trolled by one owner, lessee. or any o!hcr p:::rson having a possc~ory intcro!St. Lands 
11ndrJ- 'iir el :-: owrerJ1ip hi.-.t:cleti hy hiehv.:i\y~ or railmact righl o~· w ays .'lte: coosid
eu::J ' OIIIiKUOUS:. '' 

(15) "Owner' has the meaning specifi ed ins. 28 1.34 (! ) (d) , 
Stats. 

Nnte: s )X U4 ( t j ( d), Stilts., dtfinc.«~ ·'ow rcr•· l \1 mc fln .. a pc r.oon who owrn ;')top
t:ll)' u1. wl1id. <1 .... •d l i:. IU(:dt:::tl 01 poposed to he located o r the <l es.igm ted rep resenta. 
tive of that per~on." 

(16) "Potentiometric surface" ha; the meaning specified in s. 
28 1.34 (I ) (c), Stats. 

Nntf': "- 2X J.~,4 ( 11 (e), Stl K , :1e tines ' 'p•1tent10metnc smf acc .. to mean .. a mea
Slue uf l-'lcsstneofgtotlru.:lwatet in <Hl aquife1 l::ased on th e levellowhich gt oundw~tel 
will rise in a well placed in 1he aqu1fer. " 

(17) "Prior st ream history" means a rletcrminntion marlc hy 
the department that an artificial waterway or a portion of such 
watem·ay was originally a navigable stream before it was dttched 
or channd izeu. 

(18) .. Reconstruction" has the moanmg spectfied m s. NR 
R I 2.07 (85). 

Note: s. NR 8 . 2.07 (SS) defines ·•reconstruction·· to mean .. ;nodifying the original 
ro nsln1CI10n o~ a well l{et:!'ln~tntdit1n tncln1e.;;. hllt i.~ nl'1t limit~d to deeper;ing , lin
iHg, inst alling 01 teplacing a ~u·en, underre-<1ming, 1- yd rofr:t ctmine :wd ·J il'lsting" 

(19) " Significant adverse environmental impact" means a lter
otion of groundwotcr levels, groundwater discharge, surface 
\Vater levels, surface water d ischarge, groundwater tem perature, 
surface water temperature. groundwater chemistry, surface water 
chemistry, or other facton. tu the ex.tent wdt alterations caUlie sig
nificant degradation of environmenta l quali ty including biologi
cal and ecological a1peets of the affected w ater resource. 

(20) " Spring" has the meaning specified in s. 28 1.34 (I) (f), 
Stats. 

Notr: ~. 2X I <4 ( I ·, (f), S tilts , t1efmr.s " sprmt " In m <':lln ' ';m r'tre~ ttf concenlr;,Ccrl 
~round water di ~d• <ng~: l . .'t' ~'U!Tiu~ HI the :!~ Uif<~l·:.-ot~ tl. o;: LmJ tLH 1e;ulb iu ll flow •.:f <:t 
least or.e cubic fool per ;eeond at least 80'h of the ' ime ." 

(21) ' ·Water loss" hns the meaning specified in s. 281.34 ( I) 
(g), Stats. 

Note: s. 2&1.3-1 (I ) (S:1. StJt5 .. derines "vrote; lo~., 10 mear. ''al a5s of w ater from 
the basin fi·om which it is withdraw n u a resu lt of int:rbas in d iversion, as Cefined in 
s. 281 .35 (I I (g) or c~nsumptive use or both." 

(22) " Well" has the meaning specified in s. 28 1.34 (I ) (h), 
Stats. 

Nol"e: s. 281.!4 (:) (h'•. Stats ., d efines "we:J" to mean " :tuy drillhole or othet 
exL:a·.r.Hion oropeninJ! de;:operth<~n i( i~ wide- th:u ~Xli!m!s more th <UL !0 feet b~low d~~;: 
&roond surface and is constructed for th e purpose of obtai ning w ou ndwate r." 

lfi5tor y: CR 06-121 : cr. R~i stl'r Augud 2007 No. (,20, t ff. 9-1-2007. 

NR 820.13 High capacity wells annual pumping 
reports. (1) Ow11ers of high capacity wells shall record pum
page data on a monthly basis and shall report the information to 
the department at no less than an annual frequency using methmb 
and form s provided hy the department. Report~ of annual pum
page for a given ca lendar year shall be submitted to the depart
ment no later than the first day of March in the following calendar 
year. 

Notl' : ApJ:ropri<He furms, Jes(.Tipliorl of acc~plable eHimaliun methodo logy and 
reporting procedures will be sent to owr:ers of eJch high capacity well eoch yec:r by 
the dcputmcnl Copies of these documents may b;: oCta:ncd from the U·:p llrtmcnt 
o •·NanJJal Re..onn:e~, nme au of Orir:kir.g \\'ater anr. C roundwatu, :ell ' -nl:lh \\.'eh
steJ Strret, Na hm.J Re~nrces Bu.:d ing,. PO Box 7921 , \1adison. Wisconsin 
.5 3707- 7921. 

(2) fndivirlunl report' shall he prepared for any high capac ity 
well s with the capacity to withdraw water at A rate of I 00.000 gal
lons per day or more. 

(3) lf one high capac ity property does no: contain any single 
high capacity well with an indtndual capacity to w ithdraw water 
at a rate of I 00,000 ga llons per day or more, the annual pumpage 
may he reported a.' n composite volume for the entire property 
based on estimated wate r usage using a method prescribed by the 
department. 

(4) [f one high capacity property contains high capacity w ells 
with inuiviuual capacity to withdraw water at a rate of at least 
100,000 gallons per day and high capacity wells wi th maximum 
pumping capacity less thnn I 00,000 gallons per rlny, n cnmposite 

pumpage volume based on estimated water usage using a method 
prescribed by the depattmeut may be rep01ted tor those wells with 
individualma,,imum purnpin~ capacity lells than I 00,000 gallons 
pe r day. 

History: Cll 06-J21: cr. Register Au~ust 2001 1\o. 610, ctf. 9-1- 2007. 

Subchapter II - Gruumlwater Management Areas 

NR 820_20 Groundwater management area desig
nation. The areas specified in subs. (I) and (2) are designated as 
groundwater management areas. Any local govemmtlll~J unil 
contained Y< ith in these areas shall be considered to be part of the 
groundwater management area unl""s it is explic itly cxehulcd in 
sub. (I) or (2). 

(1) SoutheAst Wisconsin Groundwater Management Area 
consisting of the following: 

(a) All of Kenosha county. 
(b) All of MilwAukee county. 
(c) All of 07.mtkcc county. 
(d) All of Racine county. 
(e) ,\II of Waukesha county. 
(f) The portion' of Walworth cmmty cons isting of the U.S. 

Public Land Survey townships of East Troy, Spring Prairie, 
Lyons , Dloomfield, Linn and Geneva, with the exception of the 
'' illage of Will iams Bay and city of Elkhorn, and including the 
portion of the U .S. Public Land S urvey township of Troy that 
includes pan of the \'lllage of East Troy. 

(g) All of Washington county with the exception of the l!.S. 
Puhlic l .and Survey townships of Wayne and Kewaskum 

(2) Northeast Wisconsin Groundwater Management Area 
consisting of the following: 

(a) A ll of Brown county. 
(b) The portions of Calumet county wnsisting of the U.S. Pub

lic Land Survt:y townships of \Voodville and Harrison and the v il
lage of Sherwood. 

(c) The portions of Outagamie county co1tsisting of the U.S. 
Public Land Survey townships of Orand Chute, Van den B•oek, 
Buchanan, Freedom and Kaukauna, including the cities of Apple
ton and Kaukauna and the villages of Kimberly, Comhinerl I ,ocks 
and l-itt le Chute. 

Ubtory: Cl{ Uit 121: cr. l{cgider Au gu!lt 2\IOi 1\o'. h211 , Pff. 9-1~2007. 

Subchapter III - E nvironmental Review of High 
Capacity Well Applications 

NR 820.29 Review periods. (1) HIGH CAPACtTY WE LLS 
tN GROl 'NDWATER PROTECTION AREAS. Unless another time period 
is specified by law, the department shall complete tis review and 
make. udenninaliun un a ll appl ications for approval of proposed 
high capacity wells in groundwater protection areas within t\5 
bu~iness days after receipt of n complete application unless the 
department notifies the applicant under s. ~R 820.30 (4) (aj or (b) 
that additional infom1ation is needed i11 order fo r the depaitment 
to prepare an environmental assessment fur the proposed high 
capacity well. 

(2} H!GH CAPACITY WELLS NEAR SPRNGS. Unless another time 
period is specified by law, the rlepartmcnt shall complete its 
review nnd make a dctcnnination on all applications for approval 
of proposed high capacity wells near springs within 65 business 
days after receipt of a complete application unle,; the department 
notifies the applicant under s . t\R 820.31 (4) (a) or (b) thnt addi
tional information is needed in order fo r the deportment to prepare 
an cnvironmcnml assessment for the proposed high capacity well. 

H istory: Cl{ 06-121: cr. l{egi stcr Au gust 2\IOi l'lo. 02n , t ff. 9- 1- 200i. 

NR 820.30 High capacity wells in groundwater 
protection areas. (1} Except as provided in suh. (2), an 
npplicntion for npprovnl of a high capacity well within a ground-
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Note: s. N R &1 2.07 (6~ ) defi nes ' 'one prop~tty'' to me.lr't "all contigu au:; land ;;on
trolled by one owner, lessee. or any o!hcr p:::rson having a possc~ory intcro!St. Lands 
11ndrJ- 'iir el :-: owrerJ1ip hi.-.t:cleti hy hiehv.:i\y~ or railmact righl o~· w ays .'lte: coosid
eu::J ' OIIIiKUOUS:. '' 

(15) "Owner' has the meaning specifi ed ins. 28 1.34 (! ) (d) , 
Stats. 

Nnte: s )X U4 ( t j ( d), Stilts., dtfinc.«~ ·'ow rcr•· l \1 mc fln .. a pc r.oon who owrn ;')top
t:ll)' u1. wl1id. <1 .... •d l i:. IU(:dt:::tl 01 poposed to he located o r the <l es.igm ted rep resenta. 
tive of that per~on." 

(16) "Potentiometric surface" ha; the meaning specified in s. 
28 1.34 (I ) (c), Stats. 

Nntf': "- 2X J.~,4 ( 11 (e), Stl K , :1e tines ' 'p•1tent10metnc smf acc .. to mean .. a mea
Slue uf l-'lcsstneofgtotlru.:lwatet in <Hl aquife1 l::ased on th e levellowhich gt oundw~tel 
will rise in a well placed in 1he aqu1fer. " 

(17) "Prior st ream history" means a rletcrminntion marlc hy 
the department that an artificial waterway or a portion of such 
watem·ay was originally a navigable stream before it was dttched 
or channd izeu. 

(18) .. Reconstruction" has the moanmg spectfied m s. NR 
R I 2.07 (85). 

Note: s. NR 8 . 2.07 (SS) defines ·•reconstruction·· to mean .. ;nodifying the original 
ro nsln1CI10n o~ a well l{et:!'ln~tntdit1n tncln1e.;;. hllt i.~ nl'1t limit~d to deeper;ing , lin
iHg, inst alling 01 teplacing a ~u·en, underre-<1ming, 1- yd rofr:t ctmine :wd ·J il'lsting" 

(19) " Significant adverse environmental impact" means a lter
otion of groundwotcr levels, groundwater discharge, surface 
\Vater levels, surface water d ischarge, groundwater tem perature, 
surface water temperature. groundwater chemistry, surface water 
chemistry, or other facton. tu the ex.tent wdt alterations caUlie sig
nificant degradation of environmenta l quali ty including biologi
cal and ecological a1peets of the affected w ater resource. 

(20) " Spring" has the meaning specified in s. 28 1.34 (I) (f), 
Stats. 

Notr: ~. 2X I <4 ( I ·, (f), S tilts , t1efmr.s " sprmt " In m <':lln ' ';m r'tre~ ttf concenlr;,Ccrl 
~round water di ~d• <ng~: l . .'t' ~'U!Tiu~ HI the :!~ Uif<~l·:.-ot~ tl. o;: LmJ tLH 1e;ulb iu ll flow •.:f <:t 
least or.e cubic fool per ;eeond at least 80'h of the ' ime ." 

(21) ' ·Water loss" hns the meaning specified in s. 281.34 ( I) 
(g), Stats. 

Note: s. 2&1.3-1 (I ) (S:1. StJt5 .. derines "vrote; lo~., 10 mear. ''al a5s of w ater from 
the basin fi·om which it is withdraw n u a resu lt of int:rbas in d iversion, as Cefined in 
s. 281 .35 (I I (g) or c~nsumptive use or both." 

(22) " Well" has the meaning specified in s. 28 1.34 (I ) (h), 
Stats. 

Nol"e: s. 281.!4 (:) (h'•. Stats ., d efines "we:J" to mean " :tuy drillhole or othet 
exL:a·.r.Hion oropeninJ! de;:operth<~n i( i~ wide- th:u ~Xli!m!s more th <UL !0 feet b~low d~~;: 
&roond surface and is constructed for th e purpose of obtai ning w ou ndwate r." 

lfi5tor y: CR 06-121 : cr. R~i stl'r Augud 2007 No. (,20, t ff. 9-1-2007. 

NR 820.13 High capacity wells annual pumping 
reports. (1) Ow11ers of high capacity wells shall record pum
page data on a monthly basis and shall report the information to 
the department at no less than an annual frequency using methmb 
and form s provided hy the department. Report~ of annual pum
page for a given ca lendar year shall be submitted to the depart
ment no later than the first day of March in the following calendar 
year. 

Notl' : ApJ:ropri<He furms, Jes(.Tipliorl of acc~plable eHimaliun methodo logy and 
reporting procedures will be sent to owr:ers of eJch high capacity well eoch yec:r by 
the dcputmcnl Copies of these documents may b;: oCta:ncd from the U·:p llrtmcnt 
o •·NanJJal Re..onn:e~, nme au of Orir:kir.g \\'ater anr. C roundwatu, :ell ' -nl:lh \\.'eh
steJ Strret, Na hm.J Re~nrces Bu.:d ing,. PO Box 7921 , \1adison. Wisconsin 
.5 3707- 7921. 

(2) fndivirlunl report' shall he prepared for any high capac ity 
well s with the capacity to withdraw water at A rate of I 00.000 gal
lons per day or more. 

(3) lf one high capac ity property does no: contain any single 
high capacity well with an indtndual capacity to w ithdraw water 
at a rate of I 00,000 ga llons per day or more, the annual pumpage 
may he reported a.' n composite volume for the entire property 
based on estimated wate r usage using a method prescribed by the 
department. 

(4) [f one high capacity property contains high capacity w ells 
with inuiviuual capacity to withdraw water at a rate of at least 
100,000 gallons per day and high capacity wells wi th maximum 
pumping capacity less thnn I 00,000 gallons per rlny, n cnmposite 

pumpage volume based on estimated water usage using a method 
prescribed by the depattmeut may be rep01ted tor those wells with 
individualma,,imum purnpin~ capacity lells than I 00,000 gallons 
pe r day. 

History: Cll 06-J21: cr. Register Au~ust 2001 1\o. 610, ctf. 9-1- 2007. 

Subchapter II - Gruumlwater Management Areas 

NR 820_20 Groundwater management area desig
nation. The areas specified in subs. (I) and (2) are designated as 
groundwater management areas. Any local govemmtlll~J unil 
contained Y< ith in these areas shall be considered to be part of the 
groundwater management area unl""s it is explic itly cxehulcd in 
sub. (I) or (2). 

(1) SoutheAst Wisconsin Groundwater Management Area 
consisting of the following: 

(a) All of Kenosha county. 
(b) All of MilwAukee county. 
(c) All of 07.mtkcc county. 
(d) All of Racine county. 
(e) ,\II of Waukesha county. 
(f) The portion' of Walworth cmmty cons isting of the U.S. 

Public Land Survey townships of East Troy, Spring Prairie, 
Lyons , Dloomfield, Linn and Geneva, with the exception of the 
'' illage of Will iams Bay and city of Elkhorn, and including the 
portion of the U .S. Public Land S urvey township of Troy that 
includes pan of the \'lllage of East Troy. 

(g) All of Washington county with the exception of the l!.S. 
Puhlic l .and Survey townships of Wayne and Kewaskum 

(2) Northeast Wisconsin Groundwater Management Area 
consisting of the following: 

(a) A ll of Brown county. 
(b) The portions of Calumet county wnsisting of the U.S. Pub

lic Land Survt:y townships of \Voodville and Harrison and the v il
lage of Sherwood. 

(c) The portions of Outagamie county co1tsisting of the U.S. 
Public Land Survey townships of Orand Chute, Van den B•oek, 
Buchanan, Freedom and Kaukauna, including the cities of Apple
ton and Kaukauna and the villages of Kimberly, Comhinerl I ,ocks 
and l-itt le Chute. 

Ubtory: Cl{ Uit 121: cr. l{cgider Au gu!lt 2\IOi 1\o'. h211 , Pff. 9-1~2007. 

Subchapter III - E nvironmental Review of High 
Capacity Well Applications 

NR 820.29 Review periods. (1) HIGH CAPACtTY WE LLS 
tN GROl 'NDWATER PROTECTION AREAS. Unless another time period 
is specified by law, the department shall complete tis review and 
make. udenninaliun un a ll appl ications for approval of proposed 
high capacity wells in groundwater protection areas within t\5 
bu~iness days after receipt of n complete application unless the 
department notifies the applicant under s. ~R 820.30 (4) (aj or (b) 
that additional infom1ation is needed i11 order fo r the depaitment 
to prepare an environmental assessment fur the proposed high 
capacity well. 

(2} H!GH CAPACITY WELLS NEAR SPRNGS. Unless another time 
period is specified by law, the rlepartmcnt shall complete its 
review nnd make a dctcnnination on all applications for approval 
of proposed high capacity wells near springs within 65 business 
days after receipt of a complete application unle,; the department 
notifies the applicant under s . t\R 820.31 (4) (a) or (b) thnt addi
tional information is needed in order fo r the deportment to prepare 
an cnvironmcnml assessment for the proposed high capacity well. 

H istory: Cl{ 06-121: cr. l{egi stcr Au gust 2\IOi l'lo. 02n , t ff. 9- 1- 200i. 

NR 820.30 High capacity wells in groundwater 
protection areas. (1} Except as provided in suh. (2), an 
npplicntion for npprovnl of a high capacity well within a ground-
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235 DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES NR 820.30 

water protection area shall be suppleme nted to inclurlc all of the 
fOllowing !!ltOrmation: 

(n) The name of each class I, 2 nr 3 rrom m eam, ourstnnding 
resource water or exceptional resource water that is located within 
1,200 feet of the proposed well location. 

Not~: Outstanding resorrce W.'llers and exceptional re:somc:e Willers ate identified 
in ss. N R 102.:0 and 102 11. Cll:1pter NR I 0~ i:; availal:: le :Or vie-,•,:ing and primir.g 
;,f the mtcmc· ~1ft rOr the W ·scomur Lct;1Siflh1rc, l.cg,slMl\'c lkfcrcncc HurCAu: 
h.tp;l/w"" '.or. le~i~.s l a l~.wi.us/rsb/-.:u..:.e.'rumr l C 2.~Ri f. Pa?Crcupi ::s ufch. NR 1: 2 may 
he obtnined from the Dept:.rtment ofNnturnl Resources, Bureau of Watershed Mrm
<lKt:JJMo!ut, 101 Swlh WeO:n:t Stae..:t, :'iatund Re~ou u;es- Building, PO Bo.x 7921. Mad
ison, Wiscomin 53707- 7921. 

(b) The distance from each proposed h igh capaCity well to the 
class L, 2 or 3 trout stream, outstanding resource water or excep
tional rcsourc.c wate r. 

(c) Tf thc potentially nffecterl water horly is a stream, a rle,crip
tion of the stream c hannel at d1e point nearest to the proposed well 
location including stre ~m width, rlepth of water, publicly nvni !
able information regarding seasonal fl ow and nature of the sub
strate. 

(d) lf the potentially a ffected wa:er body is a lake or flowage, 
a description of the lake or flowage including identification and 
approximate flows of maJor inlets and ou tlets, surface area of the 
lake or tlowage, approximate elevation of the current lake or fl nw
age level, analysis of publicly available information pertaining to 
historic lake level flu ctuations , and nature of the lake bed. 

(e) A descript ion of all other wells on the high capacity prop
erty mclud ing location relative to the cla>s I , 2 ur 3 trout stream, 
or outst~nding or exception~} rcsmucc w~tcr, maximum pumping 
capacity, estimated actual annua l pumpage for each well aud fre
que ncy of pumping for each well. 

(J) A description of the hydrogeologic conditions i11 the vic in
ity of the proposed well including flow d irection, groundwater 
clt::vatiun. tlt::plh lu gruundwalt::r, anti a tkscn pLiuu uf On:: ayui fcr 
characteristics including approximate th ickn ess of each aquifer. 

(g) A discuss10u and aualys is o f al temative well locaho ns and 
fcasihili ty of siting the high capacity well nntsirle of the ground
water protection area. 

(h) 1\ detennination by a regi ~tered professional engineer, reg
istered professional geologist or registered professiona l hydro lo
gist of the &O~In exceedance flow for the strenm nnd associated 
water level at the location closest to the proposed well location. 

(i) lfthe affected water body is a lake , a detennination by a reg
istered professional engineer, registe-red professional geologist or 
registered protessional hydrologJSt of the SO% exceedance tlow 
and associated water level for the primary surface water outlet and 
the invert elevation of the primaty sur face water outlet. 

( j) T he appropriAte consumptive usc coeffi cient. 

(2) (a) rhe department may approve a high capacity well as 
rlcscribcd in pars. (b) to ( c) w ith in a groundwaTer protection area 
without p reparing an environmental assessment if it determmes 
that r.onstmcrion ann operation of the proposed well will nor result 
in signi_ficnnt odverse environmentnl impact. The intOrmntion 
specified under sub. (I ) (h) LU (j ) io not required for a proposed 
well if any of the conditions in pars. (b) to (c) apply. Based on 
information su bmitted by the applicant under sub. ( I) and other 
available infonnation, the department may dctcnninc that supple
mental intOrmat1on and review is needed in o1der to i ~sue 01 Uenv 
the nece;snty approval. The depa rtment ;hall inc lude in any 
approval issued Uolllg the standards under s. 281 .34, Stats .. cunJi
tions to ensure that the high capacity well \vi ii not result in signifi 
cant adverse environmental impacts to trout streams, outstanding 
resource waters and exceptional resource waters. T he conrt iticms 
may include but are nor limited to conditions as to location, depth 
o f lower drillhole, depth interval of well screen, pum ping capac
ity, pumpage schedule. months of operation, rate of flow and con
servation measures. 

(b) The proposed high capacity well is a well that does not have 
a pump capacity of gt eatet titan 20 gallons per minute and the well 
is to be used solely for domestic purposes for a single residence . 

(c) The proposed high capacity well is tntended to be used for 
purposes such as tire s uppression and similar non commercial, 
non- industrial and non- agricultural ir rigation purposes, and the 
well will o nly be used on a sporadic basis averaging less than J O 
days each year and w ill generally operate for no mure than 2 con
secutive dnys. 

(d) The high capacity well a pplication is fur n:cGnstmction of 
an existing high capac ity well and the application docs not seek 
an increase 111 the approved pump ing capacity of the well . 

(e) The high capacity well application is for temporary dev.a
tering of a single construction site in unconso lrdated deposits a nd 
the duration o f the project will not extend mnre than one constmc
tion season. 

(3) (a) The department may approve a proposed high capacity 
well withou t completing an environmenta l assessment under ch. 
NR ISO if the proposed well is not a well de•cribcrl in sub. (2) (b) 
to (e) and the department detem1mes that construction and opera
tion nf the proposed w ell wi ll nor result in signifi cant adve rse 
environmental impacts to dJe stream or lake a nd a t least one uf tho 
conditions in subd. 1. to 5 is sntisficd. In making this dctcnnina
tion, the department shall consider impa~ ls caused by other wells 
on the high capacity property anrl take into account acmal or cur
rent co11d itions o f the Class I , 2 or 3 trout stream, outstandtng 
resource w~tcr or exceptional resource w~ter. 

I. The potentially aH·ected w ater body i, a trout stream a~d 
the proposed pumping capacity o f the high capac ity well is less 
than I 0% of the value fur theW% exceedance tlow tor the stream. 

2 . The potentinlly a ffected water body is an outstanding or 
exceptional resource water that is a ~lrcarn and th~ proposed 
pumping capacity of the high capacity we ll is less than 10% of the 
value for the 80% exceedance. !low fur the stream. 

3. The potentia lly affected water body is an outstand ing or 
exceptional resource water tltal is a lake wi th a surface outlet and 
the proposed pumping capacity of the high capacity well is less 
than I 0% of the value for the SO% exceedance !low for the pri
mary surfa ce outlet from the lake. 

4 . The potenllally affected water body is an outstand ing or 
exceptional resource water that is a lake with a surface water outlet 
and a suttace a tea o r a t least 600 acres. 

5. The potentia lly affected wate r body is an outstanding or 
exceptional resource water chat is a lake with a surfa~.: t: water out
Let, n surface area of less thnn 600 acres and the volume of water 
that would be pumped fro m the well in 30 days of continuous 
pumping at maximum capacity is Jess than 5% of the volume of 
the lake. 

(b) The department sha ll include in any approval issued using 
the standards u nder s . 28 1.34, Slats. , conditions to ensure that the 
high capacity well will not result in signifi cant adverse environ
mental impacts to trout streams. outstanding resomce waters and 
exceptional resource waters. T he conditions may include hut arc 
not limited to conditions as to location, depth of lower drillhole, 
depth intervol of well screen, pumping capacity, pumpagc sched
u le, months of operation, rate of fl ow a nd conservation measur.,;. 
T he department may also mod ify the approvals or plncc additional 
conditions on the approvals of other previously app10ved wells on 
the high capacity property to preve nt signitic;nt adverse em·iron
mental impacts. 

(4) All nf the following provisions shall apply to proposed 
high capaci ty wells that are not included under sub. (3) (a) I . w 5. 
and pmposerl w ell s that satis fy the condition> under sub. (3) (a) 
I . to 5. but for whtch the department has detemu ned tha t the pro
posed well mny have a signifi cant adverse environmental impact 
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on the trout stream, uulstamling resource water or exceptional 
resource water: 

(a) The department shall notify the Arplicant that ;he proposed 
htgh capacity well mAy have a significant impact on the stream or 
lake and may require additional information cunceming flow 
characteristics of the affected stream or lake, site-specific geo
logic and hydrogeologic infumtation and pertinent regional infor
mation. 

(b) Wtthm 65 business days of receipt o f a complete applica
tion, the department shall identify additional informational 
requi rements necessary to evaluate the p~upuseJ well and may 
determine that the applicant shall develop and submit an env~ron· 
mental impact report in accordance with s. NR 150.25. 

(c) Following recetpt ofrhe requested information, the depart· 
ment shall prepare an environmental ns.~essment in accordance 
with the proce<lurc< ofs. NR 150.22 and shall develop and publ ish 
a news release in accordance with s. NR 150.21 . 

(d) If the department determines that operation of the proposed 
hi~,;h capacity well will not result in s ignifi~nt R<lvcrse environ
mental impact on critical resources within the stream or lake and 
other uses of the stream or lake, the deportment shall approve the 
well and include in any opprovnl issued using the standards under 
s 28 1.34, Stots., conditions to ensure that operatio:t or the pro
posed well w ill not cause significant adverse environmental 
impact to criticalli4Ua tic resources or other existing n scs of the 
s tream or lake. The conditions may include but ArC not limited to 
conditions as to location, depth of casing, depth of lower drillhole, 
depth interval of well screen, pumping capacity, pumpage sched
ule, months of operation, rn;e of flow, ulttmate use and conserva· 
tion mea,"Ures. In the case of Class I, 2 and 3 trout streams anc out
standing or exceptional resource wa:ers that contain wann water 
sport fisheries, flow conditions in the stream shall be maintained 
such Utat the tish populations and cri tical habitat arc not adversely 
affected. 

(5) As part of an approval issued using the standards under s. 
281.34. Stats .. the d~partment may reqUire the owne.r of the high 
capacity wdl to implement a monitoring plan to document stream 
flow or lake level condtttons in the vicinitv of anv we II located 
within a groundwater protection area and b'ased o~ results of the 
monitoring progrAm mny revise the approval. 

(6} The department may nut i"ue an approval using the s:an
dards under s . 281.34. Stars., for a high capacity well within ~ 
groundwater prule"l tOn area unless it is able to inclu<lc and 
includes conditio"s that ensure that the well docs not cause signif
icant adverse environmental impact 

(7} The deportment may order the owner of a high capactty 
well constructed prior to May 7, 2004 that is located m a ground
water protection an:a to mit igate the effects of the well. \!litigation 
may include abandonmem of the well, replacement of the well , if 
necessary, and management strategies. If mitigation is ordered. 
the department shall provide funding for the full cost of the mitiga
tion, except that full funding is not required if the department is 
au:horized under ch. 280, Slats. , to teqUtre the well to be aban· 
doned because of i>sues regarding publtc health. 

Hftlor)': CH. OG- 121: c.r. Regi~h:r A11gust 2007 No. 6lU, t iT. 9-J-2001. 

NR 820.31 High capacity wells ncar springs. (1) For 
any application for approval of a high capacity well under s. 
?.8 1. '4, Stnts., the department shall determine if there is a spring, 
as defmed in this chap:er, located in the vicinity of the proposed 
well. 

(2) If the cepa~ent determines that a proposed htgh copocity 
well is located near a spring the department shall assess the pro· 
pose<l well to determine whether construction and upemtiun uf the 
well w ill result in substantially reduced flow fro m the spring and 
significant adverse environmental impact to the spring. The 
department shall consider the loca:ton of the w ell relative to the 
spring, well construction details, information regarding con~true-

tion and operat ion of a ll other wells on the property, avai lable 
information concerning the geology and hydrogeology of the 
area, historical flow data fur the spt ing and other pertinent infor
matiun. 

(3) If the department determines that constntc7ion and opcm
tion of the proposed high capacity well will not result in a ~ubstan
tial reduction in flow from the spring or result in significant 
adverse cnvironrnc:Jtal impact to the spring, the department may 
approve the proposed well and shall include in any approval 
issued using the standards under s. 281.34, Stats., conditions to 
ensure that the wdl will not result in s igntficant adverse environ
mental unpact to the spring. The conditions may include hilt arc 
not limited to conditior.s as to location, depth of casing, <lepth of 
lower drillholc, depth interval of well ~creen, pumpmg capaciry, 
pumpagc schedule, months of operation, rate of flow, ultimate use 
and conservation m easu res. 

(4) All of the followi ng provisions shall apply to proposed 
high capactty wells that are detemtined to reduce flow in a spring 
such that stgniftcant adverse environmental impact to the spring 
or re lated aquatic an<l terrest rial resources may result: 

(a) The department shall notify the applicant that the propused 
high capacity well may have a significant ad•erse envtronmental 
impact on a spring and may tequtre additional mformation con
cemiug flow character istics of the a!Tected spring, site specific 
geologic and hydrogeologic information, a discu.s ion and analy
s is of alternative w ell lncations, and pertinent regional informa
tion. 

(b) Within 65 business days of receipt or a complete applica
tion. the department shall tdentify additional informational 
requirements necessary to evaluate the proposed w ell and may 
determine that the applicant shall develop and submit an cnvimn
mental impact report in accor<lancc w ith s. NR 150.25. 

(c) Following receipt of the requested information, the depart
ment shall prepare an environmental assessment in a~curdance 
with the procedures ofs. NR 150.22 nnd shall uevdup aml pul>lish 
a news release in accordance with s. NR 150.21. 

(d) If the department dercrminc• that operation of the proposed 
high capacity w ell w ill not result in significant adverse environ· 
mental impact to the spring and related resources, the department 
shall approve the well and in~ Jude in any appro,·al issued under 
s. 281 .34, Stato., conditions to ensure that operation of the pro
posed well w ill not cause significant adverse environmental 
impacts to the spring or critical resources re latc<l to the spring. 
The condition~ may include but arc not limited to conditions as to 
location, <icpth of ca~ing, depth of lower drillhole, depth interval 
of well screen, pumping capacity, pumpage schedule, months uf 
operation, rate of llow, ul timate use and consetv ation measures. 
The department may approve a proposed high capacity well that 
is predicted to result in a reduction of flow in a spring only if the 
predicted reduction would not cause permanent and irreversible 
impacrs to the spring and related resources. The department may 
not approve a proposed high capacity well that is predict~d tu 
result in a reeucrio:J in flow !Tum a .-pring such that the spring does 
nor flow at one cubic foot per second or gteater a: least ~0% of the · 
time or that will reduce the average annual flow from a spring by 
greater titan 20%. 

(5) As part of an approval issued using the standards under s. 
281 .34, Stots., the department may require the owner uf tlte high 
capacity well to implement a moni toring plan 10 document condi
tions of the spring and related resources and bas~d on results of t11e 
muni:oring program may revise tlte approval. 

Histvry: C R 06- 121 : cr. Rptiurr Aug11U l iiU7 No. 6211, d T. 'J-1- 2007. 

NR 820.32 Projects with high water loss. (1 ) For nny 
appl ication for approval of a high capacity well under s . 28 1.34, 
Slats., the applicant shall identify and the department shall verify 
whether the proposed use of the well will result in an annual water 
loss of greater than 95%. The deparunent may require submittal 
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of a detailed water balance as part of the application in order to 
determine the approximate water loss. 

(2) If the department determines that a proposed high capacity 
well will result in an annual water loss of greater than 95%, the 
department shall notify the applicant that the proposed well may 

, result in a water loss of greater than 95%. Within 65 business days 
of receipt of a complete application, the department shall identify 
additional informational requirements ~ec~~S!ICY to.'EI'va)uatecthe 
proposed well and may detenhi.tie that the applicant shall develop 
and submit an environmental impact report in accordance with s. 
NR 150.25. . . . . , . . .~ ... ·. . , .·~ .·; ..• 

(3) Following teceipt of' all r~quested iriformatio~Jhe depart
ment shall prepare an environmental assessment in accordance 
with the procedures ofs. NR 150.22, and shall develop and pub
lish a news release in accordance with s. NR 150.21. 

(4) If the department determines that construction and opera
tion of the proposed high capacity well will not result in signifi
cant environmental impact to surface and groundwater resources, 
the department shall approve the well and include in any approval 
issued using the standards under s. 281.34, Stats., conditions to 
ensure that operation of the proposed well will not cause signifi
cant adverse environmental impact to surface water or groundwa
ter resources. The conditions may include but are not limited to 
conditions as to location, depth of casing, depth oflower drillhole, 
depth interval of well screen, pumping capacity, pumpage sched
ule, months of operation, rate of flow, ultimate use and conserva
tion measures. 

(5) As part of an approval issued using the standards under s. 
281.34, Stats., the department may require the owner of the high 
capacity well to develop and implement a water conservation and 
management plan that minimizes, to the extent technically and 
economically feasible, the degree of water loss related to opera
tion of the high capacity well system. 

(f,;) As part of II!}.!Wproval kd using the standards under s. 
281.3'4, Stats., lhe department may require the owner of the high 
capacity ~II system to implement a monitoring plan to evaluate 
environmental impacts caused by operation of the high capacity 
well system and based on results of the monitoring program may 
revise the approval. 

History: CR 06-121: cr. Register August 2007 No. 620, efT. 9-1-2007. 

NR 820.33 Public utility wells. Sections NR 820.30 to 
820.32 do not apply to proposed high capacity wells that are water 
supplies for public water systems operated by a public utility, as 
defined by s. 196.01, Stats., engaged in supplying water to or for 
the public, if the department determines that there is no other rea
sonable alternative location for the well and includes in the . 
approval conditions that ensure that the environmental impact of 
the well is balanced by the public benefit of the well related to pub
lic health and safety. Conditions of the approval for the well may 
include, but are not limited to, conditions as to location, depth, 
pumping capacity, rate of flow, and ultimate use. 

History: CR 06-ll1: cr. Register August 2007 No. 620, efT. 9-1-2007. 
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From:   
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 10:31 AM 
To: Baumann, Dan G ‐ DNR 
Subject: Wysocki CAFO 
 
 
Dear Mr. Baumann, I am a concerned citizen from The Town of Saratoga. I am sure the concerns 
that I have may have already been brought to your attention but I feel the need to voice them 
again. My biggest concern is the safety of our water. I have an impaired immune system that 
cannot fight off certain infections. I am truly frightened for my health if our water becomes 
tainted by the CAFO. My other concern is "human error" at the farm. There have been alot of 
accidents at CAFOS due to errors the workers make. How safe can our wells be if the CAFO hires 
people who are not qualified to make proper decisions or if they are just plain negligent. One 
wrong move from an employee could mean disaster to our water. 
 
I want to thank you for all your help.   
 
Sincerely, 
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Saratoga Town Hall Public Listening Session 

Issues Identification Comment Form 

For the Proposed 

Golden Sands Dairy 

August 23, 2012 Meeting 

Public infonnation gathering for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please 
clearly state the issue(s) you feel should be addressed by WI Depattment of Natural 

Resources in the EIS: Rr -t:L ~~ rft Q, c"'"'-;_ wJ~fYlQrt~ 
ffitgo, be_ (\~'R?~ iv Cov:WL ~ ('_~ J()c:~t:~ 

Completion of this orm and inclusion of personal information is voluntmy. We will use your contact information to seek 
clarification a our comments, ifnecessmy. All comments subject to Wisconsin's Open Records LcM. 

Contac 
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From:   
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 1:04 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR; sen.lassa@legis.wi.gov; rep.krug@legis.wi.gov; 
rep.molepske@legis.wi.gov; rep.vruink@legis.wi.gov 
Subject: PROPOSED CAFO for Saratogo 
 

Dear Mr. Anderson, 
  
We are not residents of Saratoga, but of Rome. We feel that we have 
the right to protest the proposed CAFO because of the potential impact 
on our area. We have done our own research and seen the results of 
others' research on the potential impact this farm could have on the 
surrounding areas and are very scared. We won't recite the facts and 
figures on the amount of existing deep wells and the impact they have 
had on our area lakes and waterways because by now we hope the 
DNR knows all of that. What frightens us is the possibility that it will 
be ignored in order to favor big business. We are in disbelief of the 
amount of deep wells that have already been approved in central 
Wisconsin, although the evidence of the destruction of lakes, streams 
and waterways is evident by the loss of  these in areas where several 
deep wells have been allowed. This not only affects our waterways, 
but potentially would impact our personal use of water by polluting it 
or depleting it altogether. 
  
One would have to be a fool to believe that there will be minimal or 
no impact on the air quality as well. You would only need to interview 
residents near existing CAFOs to find that out. 
  
The issue of financial impact on the area should also be considered. 
Our taxes will go up in order to maintain the roads needed to service 
an industry of this size, while our property values will decrease 
because of water and air quality issues. 
  
A couple of years ago we were upset about the Shoreline Protection 
act and how it would impact us, living on water. Now we are afraid 
we won't have good air to breathe, safe water to drink or a shoreline to 
protect. 
  
PLEASE do whatever you can to stop this factory farm from 
destroying our area. 
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From:   
Sent: Sunday, September 16, 2012 4:05 PM 
To: Anderson, Russell A - DNR 
Cc: ; 
Baumann, Dan G - DNR 
Subject: Letter of concern regarding the distribution of private wells in the area of the 
proposed Golden Sands CAFO 
 
Mr Anderson, 
 
I've attached a letter of concern regarding the proposed CAFO in Saratoga and 
have printed it below as well. 

September 16, 2012 

Mr. Russ Anderson 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
DNR South Central Region 
3911 Fish Hatchery Road,  
Fitchburg, WI 53711 

Dear Mr. Anderson, 

I would like this information included in the Environmental Impact Study being 
done for the proposed CAFO in Saratoga. 

I have a document which I received from Adams County that shows the 
distribution of private wells in the area of the proposed Golden Sands Dairy, 
including Adams, Wood, Portage, and Juneau counties.  I’ll send it to you 
electronically.  It is especially meaningful, in that it shows the distance in miles of 
existing private wells from the 47 proposed CAFO farm wells.  Even more glaring 
is the sheer number of private wells in close proximity to the proposed farm.  
There are too many to count easily, but one could estimate their number by the 
number of residential properties in the area.  Professor Robert Glennon, in his 
book Water Follies, indicates the cone of depression from a high cap well can 
extend up to 3 miles.  As an example: 

There are 5500 properties in the Town of Saratoga, conservatively a third within 3 
miles = 1833 wells. 

There are 7,000 properties in the Town of Rome, 990 on municipal water, and 
about a third of the remaining 6,000 within 3 miles = 2,000 wells.  That’s nearly 
4,000 private wells at risk. 

Another interesting comparison on the map is the small number of private wells in 
the Town of Armenia, where another Wysocki CAFO resides.  There appear to be 
a few dozen private wells at most.  In addition, that is an existing agricultural 
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area, whereas Saratoga is not.  That amplifies the extreme difference in the two 
environments and the risk to a recreational area already inhabited by many 
thousands of residents and the new home facility of the Wisconsin Trapshooters 
Association.  Imagine the damage and impending civil liability if Professor 
Glennon is right, and even half these wells go bad as a result of low water levels 
or high nitrate levels.  As keepers of the environment, the Wisconsin DNR needs 
to do all it can to do the right thing and not just hide behind the diluted 
requirements of the well permits.  I believe it was you who said in a presentation a 
few weeks ago that this EIS has to be done right to avoid a court action.  I hope it 
doesn’t come to that.  

 
  
CC: Dan Baumann 
Gov. Scott Walker & local representatives 
Rome Concerned Citizens Group 
Wisconsin Rapids Tribune 
 
--  
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